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iHtUtc|)ope* 



The syllable "Hope" or "Hop" enters frequently into the 
composition of Shropshire names^ and especially so in the district 
whereof we are treating. 

The word is said to be Celtic, and to denote "a valley;"^ and 
this opinion is so in conformity with other evidence that, without 
pretending to discuss the matter philologically, I hesitate not to 
accept it. 

CDylen (Saxon), and MtUn (British), both signify "a Mill/' while 
iWnign (in the latter language) is " a violet." Again, the Saxon 
adjective CDilifc signifies " sweet." 

The various modes in which the name before us has been spelt 
and pronounced leave the question of its etymology uncertain. I 
have stated what I conceive to be the alternatives. 

Domesday notices the Manor of Millichope thus : — 

" The same Helgot holds (of Earl Roger) Melicope. Gamel held 
it (in Saxon times), and was free. Here is i hide geldable. There 
is (arable) land (sufficient) for iii ox-teams. In demesne there is 
one (such team) and iiii Serfs. Its old value was 50^. (per annum) . 
Its present value is 15*."^ 

I have already recited thfe Charter or alleged process by which 
Earl Rogfer gave "Milinchope" to St. Milburg in exchange for 
Eardington.^ ' 

This was probably at the period immediately succeeding Domes- 
day ; but ^t is strange that the gift was accompanied by no mention 
of Helgot's previous interest in Millichope, and that there is no 
formal statement of his necessary concurrence in such a transfer.* 

The truth of the Charter is nevertheless confirmed by all subse- 
quent history; for Millichope is never again mentioned in connexion 
with the Barony of Helgot, but only with the Fief of St. Milburg. 

more general Charter, which mvolyes this 
and the Earl's other acts in relation to 
Quatford Church. (Vide Vol. I, p. 111.) 



£. 



* SeUopia Antiqua^ p. 267. 
^ Domesday f fo. 258, b, 1. 
3 Vol. 1, 109. 

* Helgot i» a witness however of the 

IV. 



^ MILLICHOPE. 

We have seen how that early in the twelfth Century one Stephen, 
a Clerk (probably Rectof of Munslow), claimed the two MiUnsopes 
(Upper and Lower), to belong parochially to Muldeie (Mundow) ; 
how also the Viceroy of Henry I in full Court at Castle Holgate 
annihilated this and every other claim which trespassed on the spi- 
ritual jurisdiction of St. Milburg.*^ 

There can be little doubt I think, that the Domesday Manor of 
Millichope (involving Upper and Lower Millichope and Hunger- 
ford) had been in Munslow Parish ; but the temporal change firom 
Helgot^s Barony to St. Milburg's Fief worked, rightfully or not, 
a spiritual transfer. 

Let us s6e what allowance the Viceroy awarded to the Rector of 
Munslow for his implied losses : — 

" There is nevertheless conceded to Stephen, not in virtue of his 
claim, but for the sake of peace and for love of his Lord, the tithe 
and the sepulture of the Rustics of Lower Milinsope and the third 
garb of the tithe of the same Lord ; so also as that if any of them 
shall have desired to be buried ftt Weneloc, his acknowledgment 
being first made to the Church of Mulslaye, he shall not be forbid- 
den to be thereafter buried at Weneloc." 

This ^'concession," made about a.d. 1115, has worked in a most 
remarkable manner. At this very day Lower Millichope is in 
Munslow Parish, wbile Upper Millichope and Hungerford are in 
St. Milburg's Parish of Eaton. Again, the Prior of Wenlock, 
though Lower Millichope was not in his Parish of Eaton, retained 
till the Dissolution a part of the tithes thereof, viz. 8«. per annum, 
which in the Vahr of 1334-5 is described as a Portion from the 
Vill of Millichop, and in 1541-2 as the femi of the tithes of Mil- 
lichere Inferior.^ 

I must now speak separately of the several constituents of the 
Domesday Manor, inasmuch as their history is by no means identical. 

Lower Millichope. — ^The person designated in the above Char- 
ter as " Lord of Stephen, Clerk of Munslow,^' was perhaps Lord of 
Munslow itself.''' He would seem more surely to be Lord of Lower 
Millichope, and if so, I suppose he piust have held the latter under 
the Prior of Wenlock. His name in either or both capacities seems 
left to conjecture. 

* Supns VoL in, p. 233, 

« MoncuHcon, V, 81. 

7 Richard BanAstre, the aeoond lay wit- 



ness of tlie Viceroy's Charter, was Lord, 



I think, of Munslow, but I cannot show 
that Lower Millichope remained in tenure 
of any of his successors. 



LOWER MILLICHOPE. 3 

After a very long interval^ and in the year 1265^ I find Peter He 
Lasy returned as Lord of Lower Millinghop. " He held it of the 
Prior of Wenlock, and paid the Prior 20s. tinnual rent. He did 
8uU to the Prior^s Court by afforciament, and his antecessors had 
been wont to do suit to Munslow Hundred till the time of King 
Richard I. Lower Millinghop was half a hide/'® 

All I can say further of this Peter de Lascy is that he occurs in 
the following year, 1256, with Margery his wife, as having been 
party to a suit of mort aPancestre, apparently concerning lands in 
Herefordshire.^ 

Cotemporary with Peter de Lacy we find Robert de Lacy, a 
Knight, holding more than one estate in Shropshire under different 
Lords. How he was related to Peter I cannot say, but it would 
seem that the eventual succession of both was in the same person, 
a female. — 

This was Amida, wife, first of Thomas de Grete (by whom she 
had a son and heir Roger), secondly, of William de Schipp^e. I 
shall elsewhere dwell more folly on this succession, but it was ne- 
cessary to say thus much here in order to explain a Fine, now to 
be cited, by which Amice divested herself and her descendants of 
all concern in Lower Millichope.^^ 

This Fine was levied at Westminster, in June, 1293, between 
Philip Bumel, Plaintiff (querentem), and William de Schippeye, 
with Amice his wife. Deforciants, of the Manors of Wodeton, 
Walton, Parva Milinghope, and Oneburi, and the Advowson of the 
Church of Oneburi, aU in the County of Salop, whereof was Plea 
of Convention. William and Amice acknowledged the premises to 
be the right of Philip, by their own gift ; — ^to hold the same for 
ever, to him and his heirs, of the Lords of the respective fees. And 
William and Amice and the Heirs of Amice shall warrant the 
same. For all this Philip conceded to William and Amice and to 
Roger de Orete, son of the said Amice, the Manors of Welewe, 
Mardele-Philippi, and Aytemunsichet with the Advowson of the 
last, all in Hertfordshire. — ^To hold to William, Amice, and Roger, 
and to the heirs of Roger lawfully begotten, of the chief Lords of 
the Fees, — ^with remainder, failing lawful issue of Roger, to Matilda 
his Sister, and her lawful issue, — ^with remainder, failing such issue, 
to Agnes, Matilda's sister, and her lawful issue; — ^failing which, 
remainder to the right heirs of Amice. 

» Bot. Hundred, II, 85. I »^ Fede$ Finiwm, 21 Edw. 1. 

» Rot. Fin. II, 222. I 
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MILLICHOPE. 



The Inquest held in July, 1294, on the death of Philip Bumel, 
represents him to have held certain lands in Millinghop of the 
Prior of Wenlock, by a rent of 208?^ 

The Feodary of March, 1316, gives William de Ercalwe as one 
of the Lords of Millinghope.^^ He was doubtless Tenant to the 
Buniels here, as he was at High Ercall. 

In 1521-2, the Foreign Bent-Boll of Wenlock Priory includes 
20*., still receivable from the '* Lord of Nether Millynchope,'^ 
whose name however is not mentioned.^* 

Upper Millichope.- — ^The Feoffees, who held this Manor under 
the Prior of Wenlock, were also hereditary Foresters of that vast 
jurisdiction, which, in its original state, ^as known as the Long 
Forest. They were therefore immediate servants of the Crown, 
and their names not unfrequently appear on public occasions. 

The first of this family of whom I find notice was Thomas de 
Millinghope, who, between the years 1169 and 1176, attests Char- 
ters of Peter, Prior of Wenlock, and of Hugh de Periers, Lord of 
Ditton. 

In 1199 Boger de Millinghope fined one merk with King John, 
for having the bailiwick of the Long Forest, which his Father had 
held.i* 

In November, 1221, Thomas and Boger de Millingehop are 
pledges for Peter le Macun, who neglected to prosecute a lawsuit.^^ 
Within the next five years Boger de Millinghop attests a deed, 
which concerned a Brother Forester and the Prior of Wenlock.^* 

On February 3, 1243, Boger de Millinghop has essoign in the 
suit of dower, wherein he was impleaded at Westminster by Agnes, 
widow of Boger Stosty.^^ In Trinity Term following, the Plaintiff, 
called vddow of Boger Tosty, appeared in support of her claim to a 
third part of half a virgate in Millingehop ; but the Justices ad- 
journed the case till the next Iter, and we hear no more of it,^^ 

On March 2, 1249, the King ordered Inquisition to be made as 
to the estate of Boger de Millingehope, deceased. The Betum says 
that he had held nothing in capUe of the King, but he held a <ra- 
ruccUe of land in Millinghope, of the Prior of Wenlock, to whom 



^^ Inquisitions, 22 Edw. I, No. 45, c. 
Another Inquest particularizes Philip Bur- 
neVs tenure as in MUlynehehope Minor. 

" Parliamentary Writs, IV, 397. 

" Kegister at Willey, fo. 89. 

" Sot. Pip. 1 John, Salop. 



^ Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 4. 
»« MonasOoon, V, 76, VI. 
V Placita, RU. Term, 27 Hen. Ill, 
memb. 4. 

^^ Ibidem, Trinity T^m, memb. 7. ^ 



UPPER MILLICHOPE. 5 

he paid £l. lis. 6d, yearly rent. He had aiso held an acre of land 
in Eston (Aston Munslow)^ of William de Camera, and a meadow, 
of William de Furches. His whole estate was worth £6. yearly. 
Juliana, his daughter and heir^ was sixteen years of age^ but the 
Jurors knew not where she was.*® ^ 

In 1250 the arrentation of 6eoffi*ey de Langley assessed an 
annual rent of 7s, on the fieirs of Roger de Millinghop, and on 
Juliana, his Mother, for seven acres in Millinghop ;^ — ^probably as- 
sarted land within jurisdiction of the Forest. 

It appears that Geoflrey de Langley took other cognizance of this 
estate; for Thomas de la Mare having married the above-named 
heiress, and holding thereby the Royal Forestership ahready men- 
tioned^ was questioned as to the legality of such marriage before 
the said Justiciar. 

The Wenlock Jurors who reported this in the Inquisition of 
1255, did not state the result, but they stated elsewhere that — 
'' Thomas de la Mare was Lord of High Milligehop, and held the 
vill of the Prior of Wenlock, at an annual rent of £1. I2s, 6d., and 
did suit to the Prior's Court by afforciament" and that '' his ante- 
cessors, till King Richard^s time, did suit to Munslow Hundred.'' 
"High Millichope/' they said, "was half a hide.''** Thomas de 
la Mare was himself ou this Jury, as was he also on the Jury of 
Wenlock Liberty, at the Assizes of January, 1256. On March 19, 
1262^ he sat as a Forester of the Fee, on an Inquest held at Brug;^^ 
at Michaelmas, 1267, I find him owing an amercement of 20s. for 
some non-attendance ; and fiirther I cannot say of him or his de- 
scendants, — except that Roger de la Mare was a Forester, of the Fee 
on the great Perambulation of 1300,^ and that the Feodary^oi 
1316 gives Ralph de la Mare as one of the Lords of Millinghope.^ 

In 1521-2, the Foreign Bent-Roll of Wenlock Priory gives 30«. 
as the Chief-Rent payable by the Lord of Over Myllynchope, but 
does not give the said Lord's name.*^ 

An old House still remains at Upper Millichopc, the details of 
which are well worth the notice of Antiquaries, but more appro- 
priate to a Work on Domestic Architecture than to the present un- 



^^ InquisitioiiB, 33 Hen. Ill, !No. 40. 

^ MoL Hp, 38 Hen. Ill, Salop. I am 
inclined to think tliat the word herede 
should be substitutod for heredibus in this 
euti^. If 00, Juliana will have been wife, 
not mother of Roger do MiUidiopc, for '^ Register at WiUoy, fo. 39. 

the subscqucni wortl ejus will refer to tlio 



heiress, not to the said Roger. 
» RoL Hundred, pp. 86, 85, 84. 

22 Inquisitions, 46 Hen. Ill, No. 41. 

23 Salop Cliartulary, No. 279. 
^ Parliamentary Writt, IV, 397. 



6 STOKE ST. MILBURO. 

dertaking.^ I have little doubt that the buildings though it stood 
in the Prior of Wenlock's Fee, was more pertinent to the Tenanf s 
position as a Kong's Forester, — ^that it was in tact the Lodge of the 
hereditary Foresters of the Long-Forest. 

HuNGBBFOBD. — Of this Small township I have no furtHer parti- 
culars than have been given in conjunction with the two Milli- 
chopes. 

Upper Millichopb Chapel — occurs to my notice only once, 
and then as an affiliation of the Church of Eaton-under-Heywood. 
This has been already alluded to.^ 



Sbtokt dt intl<)ur$. 



There were several Stokes in Shropshire, which is not to be 
wondered at, seeing that the Saxon word 8t6c signified a village, or 
inhabited place. In course of time the several places thus named 
came to be distinguished by some adjunctive term. The one before 
us, called at one time God-stoke, at another Stoke St. Milbui^;, 
owes each name to the spiritual ^e/ of which it was a member. 

Of the many Legends about St. Milbuig, most, I believe, already, 
exist in print. There is one however still current among the In- 
habitants of Corve-Dale, which has been hitherto n^lected, but 
which, as it specially concerns Stoke St. Milbuig, may stand side 
by side with our more commonplace details.^ 

Domesday describes the extensive Manor imder notice thus : — 

"The same Church (St. Milburg's) held Godestoch (in Saxon 



« " The lower Story seems to haye been 
used as a storeliouse or bam, the upper 
as a dwelling. The precautions against 
attack are elaborate. The architectural 
details of the principal Door and Window 
belong to the thirteenth century ; but the 
stones which now farm a round Arch in 
the doorway are not in ntu, and (being 
sculptured with the haUrflavoer ornament) 
probably formed a pointed arch originally. 
This factitious form of the Arch conveys, 
at first sight, a notion of greater antiquity 
than the other details will warrant." — I 



am indebted for these remarks to Mrs. 
Stackhouse Acton. 

87 Supra, Vol. HI. p. 814.— This de- 
stroyed Chapel perhaps furnished thestones 
of the doorway arch, above described. 

1 I am indebted in this matter to the 
kindness of two Contributors, — to one 
(Mrs. Stackhouse Acton), for collecting 
the particulars of the Legend ; to another 
(Miss Petit), for combining the local tra- 
dition with other more generally asserted 
flMTte, and in an appropriate form. 



^< l^egnOie of Sb. ittilburge* 



Y« SysteroB of Llan M eilieii} 

Sounde j^ Abbeese Milborg stode : 
O Ladye staye^ goe notte awaie 

Throyoi derke loneflmn wode. 
Y* rode of wolyys ib sore besett, 

Ande eke of Paymm foe : 
Then tarrie here, O Ladye dere, 

To Godfltockke doe notte goe. 



Kynge Merewalds daughtere rasyd hyr 
honde, 

Ande sadlie shoke hyr hede : 
Ere broke of dale I must awaie 

To Gk)de8toch, sohee sayde. 
For swerd I *11 take y^ hoUe crosse, 

My mayden trwthe for shelde ; 
Soe armyd myne asse and I mote passe 

Safe thro a battel felde. 



In dremes y* dales of chyldhode 

Betume to mee againe, 
Ande one we as a brothere lurd 

I see before mee thenne. 
Blacke derknes hanges o'er Wol^anges 
pathe, 

O'er oures y* lighte of dale : 
Whye didde I chuse and hee refuse 

Y^ Gospelles savynge ndeP 

Thou knoweste how whenne dutie oaUd, 

I caste my luv asyde; 
Wolfgange, I sayde, a Xtian mayde 

Can ne'er bee Faygans bryde. 
I Towd my lyfe, mie Iut to GK>d, 

My plightyd feythe I brake ; 
Ande, Milgythe, I haye nerere rued, 

Y* worde whilk thenne I spake. 



Yatt nighte a solempne yigille 

Y" holie Mayden kepte. 
"Withyn y« oelle I wot Ail welle, 

Yatt notte a Syster slepte. 
Ande ere was seen o'er easteme hylle 

A stroke of palyst lyghte^ 
Without y* gate dydde meeklie waite 

Y* asse soe milkie whyte. 

Pale was Milburgas cheke^ 

Butt tearlesse was hire eye. 
As schee bleste y" systers ererioh one, 

Ande bade yem alle gode bye ; 
Butte whenne Merewalds daughter MH- 
gythe, 

Hyr own Syster, shoe dydde see, 
Sohee flunge hyr armys arounde hyr necke, 

Ande bytterlie wepte shee. 

O Syster dere I doe notte fere 

Y* peryls of y« rode 5 
Tho derke y* wode and depe y* flode, 

Ande wolyys prowle abrode, 
Hee.yn whose cause I joumeye, 

Gainst foes wylle take my parte ; 
Butte Milgythe dere, I needes must fere 

Thys weake ande synnfulle herte. 



But whenne I journey alle alone, 

Ande foes arounde me waite, 
I fere least I schoulde mete withe one 

Whose luy ys turned to hate. 
I dailie praye for Wol^ange, 

For hys sowles weale I praye ; 
Butte, Syster dere, alas! I Cere 

To meet hym bie y* waye. 

S. Milgythe kyst hyr Systers oheke. 

And werdys of comforte spake. 
As from y* shroude of mistye doude 

Y' fyrste fiiynt sunnbeames brake ; 
Ande Milburg mountyd on j^ asse. 

And uppe y« hyllys stepe syde, 
And thro y" thicke ande leaflesoe wode 

Beganne hyr wearie ryde. 



Oer hylle and delle, thro brake and fello 

Sped on y* nulkwhyte asse, 
And ere y*' sonne had reachd hys noon. 

Thro Coryes £eur yale they passe. 
There in y' depe redde furrowe 

Y« sowers droppyd y* graine, 
An armyd Paygan bye their syde 

Lookyd oute athwart y* plaine. 



Ande whenne hee saw Milburga, 

Hys b]akke eye flashjd fjre : 
False mayde, hee cryed, once trothd my 
bryde 

By thy faynthertyd Syre : 
Thou who hast tramplyd on y^ luve 

Of Saxon nobly borne, 
Schalt rae y« daie thou saydst me naye, 

And paye for alle thie scome. 



Y^ Maydena herte ytt quailyd notte ; 

Schee meeklie raysyd hyr eye : 
Wolfgang, thyne arme can never harme 

One yatt hath frinde on highe : 
He who can mak yon graine to spiynge 

Ande rypen ynto frute, 
Powra rayn ande sonneschyne yny' herte, 

Ande bydds y' feythe take rute. 



Spede quicke, myne aase! Y« asse sped onne 

Til well nighe Gbdestockke, 
Hyr strength was spente, shee totteryd, 
bente, 

Ande sanke uponne y* rocke. 
Ghrete bloud^outys fromme hyr nostryls 
feUe, 

Ande stained y* stone withe redde. 
Y' saintlie Mayd knelte bye hire syde, 

Ande stayd hyr fisiyntinge hedde. 

ye wyckyd profette smote hys asse, 

I wull notte the soe smyte ; 
!PorGk)dde dothe staye myne onward waye, 

TU I schalle walke arighte. 
Truste notte yn chaniott nor yn stede 

Tis wrytt, butt truste yn mee. 
Butt I soughte safetie yn grete spede, 

Thoughe none pursue I flee. 



Schee poyntyd too y* fiirrowyd felde ; 

lioe, even as schee spake, 
From y* dry sede upsprang greene blade, 

Ande stalke ande fulle eare brake ! 
In sore amaze y^ serfys gaze, 

Y* Warrior smote hys brest, 
Ande humblye on hys bcndyd knee 

Y*' Xtians Godde confeste. 



Changyd was hys mien. Hee lookd and loe 

As ynn a glorious dreme, 
Beholde y« Mayden ande y« asse 

Ayent Corves gly ttering streme ; 
Ande where they goe fresche flowerettys 
growe, 

Ande to thys daye is scene 
Upon y^ sod whilk they have trodde, 

A belte of freschyr greene. 

Butte wherefore Milburge ryde soe faste P 

"^oe danger nowe ys nighe. 
Thynke notte, shee cries, my peryls 
paste; 

From myne owne herte I flic ! 
My prayer ys herd, wo twain schalle meete 

Yn y« brighte realmys abuv, 
Butte not ogaine on Earth's wyde plaine ; 

Inn Heaven is aUe my luv. 



Soe spake y« pious Mayde ; and loe, 

A sparkelinge fountayne burste 
Fromme y^ drye grounde ande bubblyd 
rounde, 

And y* asse slakyd hyr thurste ; 
Ande strengthenyd gayned y^ journey's 
ende; 

Ande holie pilgryms telle, 
There dothe remayne a derke redde stayne 

Att« bottom of yo welle. 

S. Milbuige yn Llan Meilien, 

Hire saciyd daies didde dose ; 
Ando yn y« cdle schee luvd soe welle 

Hyr relics doe repose. 
Whatte tho y^ walles schalle crumble, 

Ande y* sepulchre decaye, 
Ande Llan Meiliens very name 

Schalle for eve> passe awaye ; — 



Whatte tho y® Normanne Gonquerore 

A proudyr &ne schalle reare, — 
Thro Corves sweete vale for evere schalle 

Y^ Saints bleste name bee dere. 
Schee sleepes yn Wenlock Priorye, 

Holie firegraunoe markes y^ spotte ; 
Nor til eche stone bee overthrone^ 

Wylle S. Milburge bee foi^otte. 



STOKE ST. MILBURG. 7 

timea). Earl Roger hath given it to his Chaplains^ but the Church 
ought to have it. Here are xx hides ; of which three are not geld- 
able ; but the others are geldable. In demesne are ii ox-teams and 
XXV Villains^ and (there are) v Boors with ix teams^ and there are 
iiii Neatherds. And there might be xix more teams here. In 
time of King Edward Ijie Manor was worth £13 (per annum) ; 
now it is worth £9."^ 

I have before stated that Stoke St. Milburg reverted to Wenlock 
Priory^ and probably as the EarPs Chaplains died off. 

The Domesday Manor must be taken to have included Stoke^ 
The Moor, Clee-Downton, Newtown, Bockleton, Einson, Nomoott, 
and The Heath. In none of these except The Heath and Nomoott 
had the early Priors of Wenlock any Tenant-in-Fee. They held 
the bulk of the Manor partly in demesne, but mostly leased out 
to Life-Tenants, in the mode of which the Wenlock Fine-Roll of 
1321-2 has already afforded us so many examples. 

Of the early history of estates thus managed we necessarily know 
but little. Transactions between Lord and Tenant, though nume- 
rous enough, were on a small scale and confined to Manorial Courts. 

In 1280-2 the Prior of Wenlock had much trouble on behalf of 
his Tenants of Stoke, who suffered from the exactions of Walter de 
Clifford, of Corfham. The latter had, or asserted himself to have, 
certain rights in his Forest of Clee and Emestree, and the juris- 
diction of that Forest, originally Koyal, extended over the Priors' 
Manors of Stoke and Ditton. The particulars of this dispute and 
its termination I will give in another place. 

The Wenlock Jurors of 1255 gave an account of the Manor of 
Stoke which I cannot think to have been quite accurate originally. 
The printed copy thereof contains also some verbal error. The entry 
is as follows : — " Sthoke with its appurtenances is a Manor of the 
said Prior" (of Wenlock), "viz. Hunton*' (where readDunton, t.^. 
Clee-Downton), " Newton, Bothton '^ (t . e. Bockleton) " and Ekine- 
staneston^' (i. e. Kinson). Then the Jurors give particulars of cer- 
tain Tenures-in-fee at Clee-Stanton, Heath, and Nomcott ; and con- 
clude as follows : — " The Jurors ako say that the Manor of Sthoke, 
with its appurtenances and with the aforesaid Fi/fe, contains in itself 
XX hides.'** — 

The intention of these Jurors was evidently to give account of the 
contents of the Manor of Stoke as measured by its Domesday Mdage, 

' Dometday, fo. 252, b, 2. | ' Rot, Hundred, II, 86, a. 
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They also adopted an arrangement which distinguished those mem- 
bers of the Manor which were helcLiu Fee from the ordinary mem- 
bers. Their mistake consisted, either in estimating Clee-Stanton 
at all as a member of Stoke, or else in limiting Stoke to 20 hides. 
Clee-Stanton was, at the time of Domesday, a distinct Manor. It 
contained ii hides in itself, and was in Culvestan, not in^ Patinton 
Hundred. 

At present, therefore, I continue to speak generally of the Manor 
of Stoke St. Milburg, exclusive of Clee-Stanton. — 

In 1291 the following was the valuation of the Prior of Wenlock's 
interests here. Six canicates of land (held in demesne), £4. Four \ 

acres of meadow, 8«. Assized rea\&y £9. 6«. 8^. TaUage, £6. 13«» id. \ 

Pleas, perquisites (of Court), and Labour-dues, J61. 6*. 8rf. Total, 
£21. 14*. 8rf.* 

The Fine Roll of 1321-2 contains very many entries relating to 
Stoke St. Milburg. I select those which involve any topographical 
allusion, or point out any manorial custom. 

'^ Stok, Oct. 13, 1321. A married woman gives the Lord 40d. that 
she may have for life four acres in Sturepottes-Budynge ; — land 
which she had taken from the previous Tenant thereof, in lieu of a 
debt due to her mjrank-marriage fiom the said Tenant. 

Newetone (same day) . Fine of half a merk for a messuage and 
land, to be held for life of the Tenant, by performance of usual ser- 
vices. 

Dountone (same day). Fine of 10*. for a messuage and land con- 
ceded by an oflF-going Tenant. — ^To hold to the new Tenant for life. 

Dountone (same day) . Fine of £1. given by the same party as the 
last, that he may hold in peace two parcels of land which he pre- 
viously held, and that he may not be compelled hereafter to take 
any other land. 

Stok (same day). Tie Tenants of the Manor fine 6*. Sd. with the 
Lord, that he will commute a certain rent of geese hitherto payable 
by them in kind, for a rent in money, viz. at the rate of 3d. per goose. 

Stok (same day). Two Tenants give the Lord twelve pullets for 
license to convey, the one to the other, some meadow-land near St. 
Milburg^s Cross. 

Stok (same day). Alice, daughtcrofWalter Waltais, ofBochtone, 
gives the Lord 2s. for license to be married at Stauntone (Long 
Stanton, I presume). 

* Pope Nic7i. JTaxaiion, p. 164. 
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Stok (same day). Thomas^ son of William Miller^ fines 7| merks 
for the reversion^ after his father's deaths of that messuage^ mill, and 
land of More, now held by his Father. — To hold for life by accus- 
tomed services. The Lord further concedes to said Thomas one 
acre in each of the three fields of his demesne at 4J. per acre rent. 
Afterwards Agnes, the Lessee's Sister, undertook all his Covenants, 
adding however £1. more to the Fine. 

Stok, April 19, 1322. A Tenant fines for license to marry. 

Stok, April 25, 1322. A Tenant fines Aldd. for license to sell to 
another that curtilage called The Bury ; — ^to hold to the purchaser 
and his wife for their lives. 

Stok, July 6^ 1322. A Tenant fines 20«. that he and his son may 
hold the lands already taken by them, in the form by which they 
now hold them, and that they be not compelled to take more land 
against their wiU. 

Stok (same day). A Tenant surrenders a garden called The 
Chir chard yard; another taking it for life. Both give a fine of 
I2d. 

Stok (same day). A Tenant fines 208, for a certain enclosed Croft 
called Olderugges, near the Court, together with its hedges and 
ditches ; — ^to hold for life at I2d. rent. 

Stok (same day) . A Tenant fines 2Gs. for a parcel of land, near 
the vill, called " St. Milbui^s acre ;" to hold for life, — keeping it 
enclosed all the year. — Rent 1*. 

Stok (same day) . The Tenant of a place of land in Sturepotesleye 
gives one goose and six pullets for license to fence it, and keep it 
fenced. 

Stok (same day). A Tenant takes a messuage and half-virgate 
lately held by his Father ; — to hold for life by the usual services.'' 
(No fine in this case.) 

The Valuation of this Manor in 1379 was: — A capital messuage 
yielding nothing. A garden, 6d, Three carucates of land, 10*. Three 
acres of meadow, 3*. Two water-mills, 10«. Assized rents otjree 
and native tenants, £6. 18*. Pleas and perquisUes of Court, Is. 
Total, £8. 2s. 6d^ 

We have a good Rental of Stoke in the time of Prior Roland 
(1521-7). It runs as follows : — 



are said to yield £18. Bs.per annwn ; the 
Fines and perquuite* of Ck>urt £1. 



* Monaaiicon, V, 78. This Valuation, 
like that of Eaton, is discredited by that 
of 1390, where the Rents and Mill of Stoke 

IV. ^ 
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Stoke. Ferm of Stoke with its Tithes 

Rents of 3 Tenants, and of the Mill there 
More (The Moor) . Rents of 4 Tenants . 
Downton (Clee Downton) . Rents of 6 Tenants 
Newton. Mr. Edwards Blount's rent for the whole vill 
Boculton. John Corbet, Esq.; Rent £S. Os.44. Tithe 

Kynston. Rents of 6 Tenants .... 



£. s. 
8 13 
2 3 



4 
3 
1 

3 
8 



2 
2 


16 
1 



d. 
4 
8 

8 
4 

4 
9i 



Total . . £26 li 
To this is added for Tithes of Stoke and Bitterley, £5. 6*. Sd-,— 
and for Tithes of The Heath, 6s. 7dJ^ 

In 1534 the Rental of Stoke was returned at £22. lOs. 8rf.;7 but 
in 1541-2, that is, after the Dissolution, a very different result was 
obtained by the OflScers of the Crown, viz. : " Stoke Milbrudge. 
—Rents of Tenants at Will, £11. 0*. lOd. ; Rents of Copyholders, 
£11. 4^. 7d. Ferm of the capital messuage and demesne-lands, 
£8. 18*. 4rf. Ferm of More, £2. 16«. 8rf. Ferm of Buccultdn, with 
the corn tithes, £3. 16*. 4rf. Ferms of Newton, £1. 1*. Portion 
of the tithes of Kynston, 6*. SdJ' Total, £38. 19*. 5d.» 

PARISH AND CHURCH OF STOKE ST. MILBURa. 

A Church has probably existed here from time immemorial, and 
in the gift of Wenlock Priory. It was not, like most of the Prior's 
Churches, in the Deanery of Wenlock, but in that of Ludlow. Its 
Parish included not only the Manor of Stoke, but also that of 
Clee Stanton. In 1291 the Church was still a Rectory, valued at 
£10. 13*. 4id, per annum, over and above the portion of £3. which 
the Prior of Wenlock derived therefrom.^ Hence in his Charter of 
May 27, 1331, the Bishop of Hereford expresses himself satisfied as 
to the Prior's title to a pension in this Church.' 

In 1341 the Taxation of Stoke Mylborgh Church is correctly 
cited as 20^ merks (£13. 13*. 4d,) ; but the Assessors of the ninth 
charged the parish only £4. 10*. on the wheat, wool, and lamb of 
the district, because the wheat was for the most part destroyed by 



• Register at Willey, fo. 40, h, A rent 
of 6«. Sd, (not included here), deriyable 
from a Mill at Stoke, belonged to the Con- 
vent-Kitchen. 



7 Valor Ecclesiasiicfu, UJ, 2lb. 
^ Monatiticon, Y, 80. Num. xii. 
' Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 166. 
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dreadful storms^ because there were no sheep^ and eleven Tenants 
had thrown up their holdings which lay fallow. Also the small 
tithes^ offerings^ and glebe went to make up the greater tawation 
and were not now to be reckoned.^^ Soon after this the Prior of 
Wenlock^ not content with his pension from this Churchy sought an 
appropriation thereof as well as of that of Madeley. The process is 
worth recording.— 

The Prior first petitions" the Bishop^ Dean and Chapter of Here- 
ford^ stating the poverty of his house^ and asking to appropriate these 
two Churches, " of which, according to the current tcueaiion, the in- 
come does not exceed 28 merks.'^^^ 

Thomas the Bishop, Stephen the Dean, and the Chapter of Here- 
ford, by their Charter, dated March 17, 1342 (i. e. 1343), recite the 
Prior's Petition, and direct the Dean of Wenlock to make inquiry 
as to its truth, and send in his report before Sunday in ramia pal- 
marum (April 6, 1343) . 

The Dean of Wenlock, by letter dated March 28, 1343, certifies 
both the poverty of the Priory, and the joint value of the Churches, 
as already asserted. His inquiries have been assisted by John Aaron, 
Rector of the Chapel of Borewardesley (who, be it observed, was 
also Rector of Madeley), Richard, Rector of the Chapel of Mit- 
telton, William, Vicar of the Holy Trinity of Wenlock, and other 
Clerks and Laics. 

On June 26, 1343, the Charter of Thomas, Bishop of Hereford, 
dated in the Chapter-House there, and ratified by the Dean and 
Chapter, allows the appropriations sought for. He recites the King's 
(Edward Ill's) license to the same effect.^^ He directs that, on 
the deaths of the present Rectors, Vicars be appointed to the two 
Churches, with competent portions. The Priory is to pay a merk 



^ InqmUUianes Nomirum, p. 188. 

^ These particulars are taken from a 
Fragment of a very fine Chartulary of 
Wenlock Prioiy. The Fragment (only 12 
leayes) is in the Duke of Sutherland's pos- 
session and has been incorporated in the 
LiUeshaU Ghartulary. This mistaken 
arrangement is of no modem date ; for an 
old Index (written I think by Le Neve) 
treats the two Chartularies as if paged 
continuously and forming a systematic 
whole. 

" This was quite correct. Deducting 



the Prior's pennon from Stoke, the tax- 
<Uion of Stoke was 16 merks. That of 
Madeley was 12 merks. 

^ The Koyal License for these appro- 
priations bears date at Woodstock, June 
21,1342. The King had £20. for the same. 
His Patent speaks of the Priory being 
"in his hand by reason of the war with 
France," a circumstance which in point 
of fact made him Patron of the Churches. 
Ho grants the license notwithstanding. 
(Patent 16 Edw. Ill, p. 2, memb. 36.) 
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annually at Lady Day to the Choir of Hereford as an acknowledg- 
ment. 

Richard de Weston^ last Rector of Stoke St. Milburg^ resigned^ 
in the Prior's chamber on June 80, 1344, before many witnesses. 
At this time the See of Hereford was vacant ; so Master John Rees, 
Canon of Hereford and Vicar General of John, Bishop elect, being 
at Stottesden on July 30, 1344, wrote to the Dean of Ludlow, or- 
dering him to induct the Prior of Wenlock into the Rectory of 
Stoke. On July 81, Griffin de Weston, Perpetual Vicar of Staun- 
ton Lacy and Dean of Ludlow, inducted the Proctor of the Prior 
(appointed by letters of proxy dated July 27 previous, under hand 
of the Prior) into corporal possession of the Church of Stoke, in 
presence of Sir Henry de Laverden, Parochial Chaplain of the 
Church of Stoke. On October 3, 1344, Guychard, Prior of Wen- 
lock, assigns to Sir Robert, " Perpetual Vicar of our Church of 
Stoke,'^ the house and land held by former Incumbents at The 
Heath, and (for his salary) the small-tithes and oblations of Stoke. 
Out of these however he is to pay 6*. 8rf. yearly to the Choir of 
Hereford. 

In 1369 the Church of Stoke is valued at £10, t. e. the Rectorial 
interest therein.^* 

In 1534, Thomas Haryngton being Vicar of Stoke-Mylburg, his 
Vicarial tithes were valued at £6, Ss. 4^/., and his glebe at 10^. per 
annum. He was chargeable with 14«. 44. for synodals and procu- 
rations. The Impropriators were the Prior and Convent of Wen- 
lock. The only entry in their cotemporary return which can be 
supposed to represent the Rectorial income is a "portion of £4. 68. Sd. 
from the via of Stoke Milbui^."" 



BARLY INOUMBEKTS w 

Adam de Stretton, the first Rector of whom I find mention, 
was presented by Letters-Patent of King Henry III, dated Oct. 30, 
1272, Wenlock Priory being then vacant. The Bishop of Hereford 
(John Breton) was ordered to induct.^^ 

John de Beverland, Acolyte, — presented Dec. 23, 1298, by the 
Prior and Convent of Wenlock. 



» Regiater at WUley, fo. 36. Spiritu- 
alia. 

» Valor Ecclesiasticus, III, 201, 216. 
An entry on the Register (fo. 36, b) shows 
that the Tithes of Clee Stanton, Cl« 
Bownton, Kynston, Newton, Bockleton, 



Stoke, The Heatli, and Moor, had, at one 
time oi* other, amounted collectively to 
£20. or £30. 

" From Blakeway's MSS., except where 
other reference is given. 

>7 Patent, 57 Hen. III. 



THE CHURCH. 
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Pbter db Pusiaco, Priest, — ^presented Jan. 17, 1301. — Same 
PatroDB. 

Richard db Larden, Priest, — presented Dec. 12, 1312. — Same 
Patrons. As Sir Richard de Laverden, Rector of Stoke St. Mil- 
burg, he is Grrantee in a Thongtands Deed of Oct. 14, 1315, and 
attests a Rushbnry Deed of about the same date. 

Sir Richard de Weston, last Rector, resigned June 30, 
1344.1® 

Robert de Etton alias Robert de Eton-Priors, was nominated 
first Vicar by Letters Patent of King Edward III, dated July 5, 1344, 
Wenlock Priory being in manu Regis by reason of the war.^* He 
was instituted in October following. 

Sir Gilbert Aunger, Chaplain or Priest, was similarly nomi- 
nated April 27, 1349.2<> 

John Bruoo was similarly nominated on Oct. 1, 1349.^^ 

John Bodyn, Priest, was instituted Dec. 16, 1362, on presenta- 
tion of the Prior and Convent of Wenlock. On April 22, 1372, as 
" John Body^' he exchanged preferments with — 

Sir William Parker, late Vicar of Momele, the Prior and Con- 
vent presenting the latter. 



NoRNCOTT. — ^In 1255 Sir Richard Tyrell held Normonechot in 
fee, of the Prior, except one virgate. — Of him and his family I shall 
speak ekewhere. 

The virgate thus excepted was held by Richard de Twonlond 
(Thonglands) of the Prior, in fee. He paid the Prior 5«. per ansmm 
thereon, and did miit to the Prior's Court by afforciamenty as his 
Tenement had done suit to Munslow Hundred till Richard, I^sreign» 
His Under-tenants in the said virgate were the Heirs of Thomas de 
Normonecot.^ 

The Ftyreign Rent-RoU of Wenlock Priory, dated in 1521-2, in- 
cludes a rent of 5«., receivable from Edward Lytelton for Normcote,^ 
and the same Rent stands among the Assets of the late Priory in 
1541-2.2* 

The Heath. — This member of their great Manor of Stoke was 
held in fee under the Priory by the Barons of Castle Holgate, and 
that from a very remote period. 



« Supra, p. 12. 

» Patent, 18 Edw. ITT, p. 2, m. 40. 

» Patent, 23 Edw. III. - 

'^ Ibidem, 23 Edw. Ill, p. 3, ni. 31. 



"^ Rot. Hundred, II, 85. 
« Register at Willey, fo. 39. 
-"• Monatticon, V, 81. 
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Thes^ Barons had^ early in the 18th century^ a Tenant at The 
Heathy one William fitz John ; and he again had his Under-tenants 
there^ as will appear by the following document. On Nov. 24, 
1286^ a Fine was levied at Salop^ between Peter fits Reginald^ 
Plainti£f^ and William fitz John, Deforciant , of 2 virgates in Hethe^ 
whereof was Plea, etc. Peter renounced his claim, whereupon 
William fitz John granted half a vii^te in the same viU to Peter, 
Amice, wife of Peter, and Alice, Mother of Peter, to hold for the 
longest of their three lives, at a rent of 7*., — with reversion to Wil- 
liam and his heirs.^ 

In Easter Term, 1241, 1 find Peter fitz B^inald suing William 
fitz John at Westminster, " that he should keep the fine made at 
Salop.^' — The Defendant appeared not.* 

About this time William fitz John is entered as holding by ser- 
vice of a Knight's-Fee under the Barons of Holgate.' Probably 
however the entry does not primarily relate to his tenure at The 
Heath. 

In Nov. 1248, the following Fine was levied between William 
fitz John and his Suzerain, WiUiam Mauduit, whom he had been 
suing, to allow him to turn his swine into Castle-Holgate wood 
during the mast season, firee of pannage. The Fine was a conces- 
sion by Mauduit of the right claimed, but only for thirty swine, and 
exciting the Park from all such intrusion. Mauduit also allowed 
the Plaintiff a right of common-pasture. The Plaintiff in return 
renounced all rights for any number of swine above thirty, and all 
common pasture in the Park or Garden of William Mauduit.^ ' 

In Easter Term, 1250, William fitz John was suing William 
Mauduit at Westminster for non-observance of this Fine.^ 

In the same Term William fitz John was a Defendant in the 
same Court in a much more serious matter; viz. to give answer to 
Herbert de Corfton as to wherefore he, William, had seized the 
working cattle and chattels of Herbert, and still detained the same 
unjustly. Herbert stated that on St. Andrew's Day (Nov. 80), 
1248, WiUiam came with his power, to Herbert's house at Corfton, 
about midnight, and took 8 cattle, 6 sheep, 5 cart-loads of com, 2 
carts, and of other chattels 5 horse-loads, whereby he (Herbert) 



* Pedes JlfMum, 21 Hen. Ill, Salop, 
s PlacUa^ Easter Term, 25 Hen. Ill, 
memb. 12. 
3 TeMta de Nevill, pp. 46, 48, bO. 
^ Pedes Finium, 33 Hen. Ill, Salop. 



« PlacUa apud Westm, 34 H. Ill, 
memb. 4. William fitz John is charged 
6». Sd. on the Fipe-RoU of the year, "pro 
habendo breri" (for suing out a writ). 
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Tfaa damaged £10. William denied the chaise of Tiolence, and 
said that Herbert was his Villain, and had fled from his land^ and 
had refused^ when required^ to act as William's Bailiff (prepositus) ; 
moreover he (William) had seized nothing but cattle. William 
was hereupon asked by the Court if he had any free tenement in 
Corfkon^ and if he had ever claimed Herbert as his native in the 
County-Court, and by writ-royal ? To both questions he answered 
in the negative ; whereupon the Court ordered him to restore the 
cattle, and to be sent to gaol. As to the sheep and other chattels, 
he appealed to a Jury, and the Sheriff had orders to summon a 
Jury accordingly, and to report the result at Westminster on June 
25. Meanwhile the I'arties accorded, William giving the King 5 
merks for license so to accord, by Surety of William Mauduit. 
Herbert renounced all charge as to chattels and damages* William 
paid Herbert £2., and gave him back 1 cow and 2 carts.® 

It is observable that in the above action a part of the criminal 
charge which really lay against William fitz John was not alluded 
to. Five years afterwards (viz. at the Assizes of January, 1256), 
the Munslow Jurors presented that William fitz John had, on the 
night of St. Andrew, 1248, imprisoned Herbert de Corfton, Ma- 
tilda his wife, and John his son, at The Heath.*^ 

In Michaelmas Term, 1251, and after an apparent silence of ten 
years, I find Peter fitz Reginald suing Robert (read William) fitz 
John, that he shotdd hold to the Fine made before Justices Itine- 
rant at Salop, concerning two virgates in Hetb, whereof was Cyro- 
graph. Robert (read )iVilliam) appeared not, and had summons for 
Hilaiy Term foUowing.8 

In the same Michaelmas Term, 1251, the Prior of Wenlock is 
suing " William fitz John of Castle Olegod,^^ for 2 caracates in La 
Hethe. The Defendant not appearing, had summons for Feb. 3 
following, and the land meanwhile was to be seized into the King's 
hand. The nature and result of this suit will appear presently.^ 

In 1255 the Jurors of Wenlock Liberty found William fitz John 
to be " Lord of The Heath. He held it of William Mauduit, who'' 
(holding of the Prior) ^'paid the Prior 13«. per cwnttm."^^ 

The Assizes of January, 1256, found William fitz John cncom- 

^ Ibidem, memb. 2, dorso. On the 
Pipe-Boll of MichaelmAs, 1260, William 
fitz John de Castro Holegod pays £8. of 
hit fine pro UeenHd eoncordandiy and owes 
&r. Sd. 

7 Flacita Corona, 40 Hen. Ill, Salop, 



memb. 8. William fitz John is here en- 
titled as " of Castle Holgate!" 

8 Placitat Mich. Term, 46 Hen. Ill, 
memb. 21. 

^ Ibidem, memb. 47. 

10 Sot. Smndred, II, 85. 
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passed with Litigation. As against the Prior of Wenlock he had 
called William Maudnit to warranty. 

Hence the following Fine between Prior Imbert^ as Plaintiff^ and 
Mauduit^ as Voticlier of William fitz John^*— concerning 2 carucates 
in La Hethe^ whereof was recognition qf Grand Assize. The Prior 
acknowledged the same to be the right of William Mauduit^ and 
gave them to be held of the chief Lords (that is of himself and 
Convent) . In turn William fitz John^ at instance of William Mau- 
dnit^ granted that he would pay the Prior a rent of SOs, for the 
same^ and give a power of distress in case of default.^^ 

Fitz John's other suits at these Assizes were with his own ,Under- 
tenants. He was found to have disseized Thomas le Clerk of half 
a vii^ate and two acres in La Heth.^^ , 

He had also raised a stank in La Hethe, to the damage of the 
same Thomas's free tenement there. '^Let the stank be thrown 
down," said the Court. 

On the other hand^ Alexander de Hethe had disseized William fitz 
John of K place of land in the Hethe; and Nicholas fitz Andrew 
withdrew a suit of novel disseizin which he had against William fitz 
John for common pasture here.^* • 

In this same year (1256) William fitz John de la Hethe was re- 
ported among those in Shropshire, who holding 15 librates of land, 
were not yet Knights. 

Soon after this, William fitz John died, seized '^ in demesne as of 
fee'' of The Heath. The King of Almagne, then Lord of Castle Hol- 
gate, entered on the Manor as Suzerain. John, son and heir of 
William fitz John, hereupon procured a letter bom the King of Al- 
magne, ordering that the said heir, if of full age, should have seizin 
of the premises. Meantime however, and before this order could be 
acted upon, the said King's Baili£& had given to Alina, widow of 
William fitz John, her dower in The Heath. This dower became 
afterward matter of some litigation, of which presently. — ^The King 
of Almagne's Bailiffs, on receipt of the King's Letter, finding John 
fitz William to be of age, gave him seizin of the residue of The 
Heath, apparently a messuage, 2 carucates of land, and 53«. annual 
rent. This residue John fitz William granted in fee to John Fitz 
Alan (II), and then died, seized obviously of nothing in The Heath ; 



^^ Auizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 6. Pedes 
Mmum, 40 Hen. Ill, Salop. The Prior's 
pleadings asserted that his Predecessor, 
Prior Henr^, had been seized in demesne 



of The Heath in the reign of Hen. II. 

^^ Ibidem, memb. 4 dorso. 

^ Ibidem, memb. 8 dorso^ 10 dorao^ 
and 12 recto. 
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for what he had not alienated, his father's widow was still holding 
in dower. 

On Nov. 11, 1263, the Master of the Knights Templars (having at 
the time the Baronj of Holgate by concession of the King of Al- 
magne) was being sued by John Fitz Alan (II) for disseizing him 
of his free tenement in La Hethe.^® Again, on April 23, 1265, 
John Albert ha^ an Assize against the Master of the Templars for 
lands in Castle Hol^od and La Heth.'^^ 

In October or November, 1267, John Fitz Alan (II) died, and the 
Inquisition on his death, held at Ludlow, on Nov. 25, states with re- 
markable accuracy that he died seized of '' 2 camcates in La Hethe, 
which he held of John fitz William, formerly Lord of La Hethe, by 
service of paying 20*. rent to the Prior of Weulock. The value of 
the tenancy was £4. 4*. 8rf.'^*° 

John Fitz Alan (II) was, as we know, succeeded by his son, a third 
John, who died on March 18, 1272 j not, that we hear of, seized of 
anything at The Heath, and indeed there is some probabili^ that he 
granted the same to one who was doubtless his kinsman, and who is 
styled John Fitz Alan de Arundel. 

The latter, I imagme, held the same during the minority of Rich- 
ard Fitz Alan (son and heir of the third John) : but the Feodary of 
1284 states that '' Richard Fitz Alan holds the Vill of Hethe for half 
a Knighfs-fee, of the Bishop of Bath and Wells, the Bishop of the 
Earl of Cornwall, and the Earl of the King,'' omitting John de 
Arundel's under-tenancy.^^ 

I must now say something as to the dower of Alina, widow of 
William fitz John. She survived her husband, how long I cannot 
say, but on the death of John Fitz Alan (III) (March 18, 1272) this 
share of The Heath was by some means or other given to Isabella, 
widow of the deceased Baron, instead of reverting to John, son of 
John, son of William fitz John. On the death of the said Isabel 
Richard Fitz Alan, Earl of Arundel, her son, entered on the same, 
with manifest injustice, as the said John fitz John afterwards proved. 



" Pat. 48 & 49, Hen. Ill, dorto. 

* Ibidem. 

« InquinHofU, 62 Hen. Ill, No. 37. 
How the Prior^s Chief-Bent came to be 
reduced from 80^. to 209. does not appear. 
It remained at the latter figure for cen- 
turies. 

*^ Kirhy's QKesi.—Tbs Earl of Corn- 



wall (Edmund) was son of the King of 
Almagne. Bishop BumcU now held the 
Barony of Castle Holgate of the said Earl, 
and the Earl of the King. But as regards 
The Heath, the above statement is inac- 
curate : there the Prior of Wenlock held 
over the Earl of Cornwall, the King over 
the Prior. 
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18 STOKE ST. MILBURG. 

I am alluding to transactions at the County Assizes of October, 
1292, when John fitz John sought to recover the whole of The 
Heath from the Earl of Arundel under two separate processes. His 
title in one instance (that of the dower) is quite manifest^ in the 
other it was equally unfounded. And first as to the dowry. — ^At the 
said Assizes, '^ John fitz John de Hethe sued the Earl of Arundel 
for a messuage, one and a half acres of meadow, three acres of 
wood, 11«. 6rf. rent, one and a half carucates, and half a virgate of 
land in Hethe juxta, Holegode's Castd," — whereof the Plaintiff 
alleged that his Grandfather, William fitz John, had died seized. 
The Earl replied with a mere technical plea, but at the same time 
a false one, viz. that after the death of William fitz John, John, 
his son, had had seizin of the premises, and he asked the Court 
to give judgment against this writ, which purported to be a writ 
instituting a trial concerning the death of the last in seizin. The 
Plaintiff hereupon denied his Father's seizin at any time, and the 
question went to the Jury, which found that William fitz John 
died seized of the premises, that they went in dower to his widow 
(as before recited), then to Isabel Fitz Alan, and then to Richard 
Earl of Arundel, the present Defendant. John fitz John hereupon 
had his recovery by order of the Court; the Earl was declared 
to be in misericordid, and his damages to the Plaintiff assessed at 5 
merks.*^ 

The question as to the other part of The Heath, viz. that which 
Alina had not had in dower, was very different, — and it is remark- 
able that, though the Earl of Arundel might have maintained his 
title by a plain statement of facts in the first instance, he chose to 
quash the prosecution by a mere quibble, and only pleaded the facts 
on a second trial. — 

The Plaintiff was in error no doubt, for "John fitz John de Hethe 
sued the Earl for one messuage, two carucates of land, and 53*. 
rent, etc. in Hethe,'^ whereof the Earl was alleged to have no seizin 
"except by demise of John fitz William (father of the Plaintiff), 
made to John Fitz Alan, Senior, for a term, which term had now 
expired/^ The Earl, laying hold of the word " Senior,^' seems to 
have stated (and with truth) that his Father, Grandfather, and 
Great-grandfather were all John Fitz Alans, that the most ancient 
of the three was the only one who could properly be described as 
John Fitz Alan Senior, and that he had never any transaction with 

*^ Plac. de Juratia el Asaizisj 20 £dw. I, Salop, memb. 8 durto. 
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John fitz William about The Heath. A jury found accordingly, 
and the Earl had judgment in his favour.^ 

John iitz John, at the same Assizes^ renewed his Suit, making a 
merely verbal alteration, viz. that the Demisee of his Father had 
been John Fitz Alan. Now the Earl called John Fitz Alan de Arun- 
del to warranty, who vouched the said warranty and proved that 
the demise by John fitz William was not for a term, but in- fee; 
and so said the Court ; and John Fitz Alan de Arundel was dis- 
missed sine die.^ 

Philip Bumel, who died in 1294, was Baron of Hplgate. Hence 
the Inquest taken as to . his Fees on May 28, 1295, states that 
John de Arundel held the Hamlet of The Hethe by half a knight's 
fee of him, and that the value of the tenement was £7. 6s. per 

In 1521-2 the Foreiffn Rent-Roll of Wenlock gives 20^. as still 
receivable from the Earl of Arundel for La Hethe; and in 1541-2 
the same rent stands among the Assets of the late Priory.*^ 

The Heath Chapel. — The Architectural remains*^ of this Chapel 
bespeak its antiquity in the absence of any written Record. Of its 
history I can learn nothing, and only judge by analogy that it was 
founded by some Layman^ holding the Manor of the Prior of Wen- 
lock ill the twelfth century. Its parochial subjection to the Church 
of Stoke St. Milburg is undoubted. In such a case we should not 
expect any evidence as to its endowment or Incumbents. The Mo- 
nastic appropriation of the Mother Church had the usual effect on 
the Daughter, whose existence during four centuries is unrecorded, 
and whose Altar, for much of that period, was probably unserved. 

The Lee. — ^This Member of Stoke St. Milburg is probably re- 
presented by the " High-leys Farm." It consisted of half a hide. 
On Nov. 23] 1236, William de la Lee, being tenant of two-thirds 
of the said half-hide, had a suit with .Imbert, Prior of Wenlock, 



^ Ibidem, memb. 8 dorso, 

** Ibidem, memb. 16 dorto. The &ct 
of the Seigneur calling hiB Tenant to war- 
ranty is unuanal, and may perhaps be thus 
ezpUined. — The Suit was a PUicitum de 
Inffressu. Had the Plaintiff sued imder 
writ of mort d^aucettre, he must have im- 
pleaded the party seized, viz. John de 
Arundel, who would tlien have called the 
Earl (as heir of his Feoffor) to warranty. 

» Jnqumiioiu. 22 Edw. 1, 45 d.— 



Here again there ifi a double Omission. 
The Heath was no part of BumeFs 
Barony, but held by him under the Prior 
of Wenlock ; moreover the Earl of Arun- 
del held it of .Bumel and John de Arundel 
of the EarL 

^ B^ter fo. 89. JIfonatiieony Y, 81. 

^ For a good account of the Architec- 
tural fieatures of The Heath Chapel, I refer 
to Mr. Wright's Histoi^ of Ludlow, pp. 
99, 100. 
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about the remaining third. The Prior, receiving 20^., agreed thJUt 
William and his heirs should be Tenants of the whole at a rent of 
half a merk. On Jan. 23, 1243, a Plea of fine levied being osten- 
sibly on foot between Prior Imbert, Plaintiff, and William de la 
Lee, Deforciant, concerning the third part of half a hide in the 
ISIanor of Stokes, William, receiving 100«., surrenders not only the 
said third but the other two-thirds, ''and the former fine was 
annihilated,"^ 



^^entioltr. 



I HAVE already explained the termination " bold.'* — Of the nu- 
merous English places which have a name from some association 
with the Ox or with Oxen, Oxenbold and Oxenhall are thus found 
to be equivalent. 

Domesday tells us that — " Helgot holds Oxibola (of the Earl) . 
Edric and Siuuard held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors, and 
were free. Here is a hide geldable. There is (arable) land for 
IV ox-teams. In demesne there is half (a team), and there are i 
neatherd and i villain and i boor and one Frenchman,^ with a 
team and half. Its former value was lis, [per annum). Its pre- 
sent value is 8*.''* 

I have spoken of Robert de Girros, who lived in the reigns of 
Stephen and Henry II, under Charlcott, Burwarton, and Claverley. 
In the two former he was Feoffee of the Lords of Castle Holgate. 
Oxenbold was his by the same tenure. Hence for the half-year 
ending lifarch 1195, when the estates of the said Robert were in 
the Seng's hands, the Escheator accounts lis, for the receipts of 
his estate of Oxebold, and hs, for hay sold off the same. 

Soon after this Robert de Girros (II) had recovered all his es- 
tates. In the summer of 1204 his title to Oxenbold was disputed ; 
for William de Furchis fined one merk to have the King's writ of 

« Pedes Fimumy 21, 27, Hen. Ill, Salop. 



* It ii Tory seldom that ihe Franet^ena 
are mentioned among the inferior oocu- 
pants of DoiMMiay Manors. The inference 
is, thai eren the common soldiers of Duke 



William's army were more handsomely 
proTided for. 

' Domesda^y fo. 258, b. 1. 
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Precipe* conceming 1 hide in Oxueboud against Robert de GiroB ; 
the said writ to be returnable at Westminster on the quinzaine of 
Michaelmas.^ 

I follow the progress of this instructive case through all its steps. 
— ^An Essmgn-Bolly apparently of Michaelmas Term, 1204, gives 
Robert de Girros essoigning himself on account of illness (de malo 
lecti), at Fittesho (Fitz), in a suit of land against William de 
Furchis. His Essaiffners were Reginald Fitz William and Regi- 
nald de Rugworthin.^ 

In consequence of some further delay, this Suit came before the 
King at Portsmouth, on June 6, 1205, when William de Furcis is 
stated to sue Robert de Girros for 1 hide in Oxenbode, whereof 
William his Grandfather was seized on the day whereon King- 
Henry, Grandfather (read Great-Grandfather) of King John, was 
alive and dead.' An eastngn-roU of Michaelmas Term, 1205, ex- 
hibits Osbert de^ Hetlebi, attorney of William de Furcis, esaotgning 
himself by William de Corfton. An adjourned day, viz. Thursday 
after the feast of All-Saints, was given to him, as also to William 
de Middlehope, attorney of Robert de Girros, who easoigned him- 
self by Reginald Fitz WiUiam.? 

At Westminster, on the Quinzaine of Easter, 1206, the Grand 
Assize between William de Furcis, Plaintiff, and Robert de Gilros, 
Tenant, of 1 hide in Oxenebode, was put in respite till the Justices 
Itinerant should visit Shropshire ; the Plaintiff praying this on the 
ground of the de&ult of the Recognizors* Much will it avail for 
future purposes if I give the names of the seventeen Eoiights who 
composed this panel. Those who excused themselves were Robert 
de Wodecot, William de Ida (Lye), Hugh Boschard, Philip de Sta- 
pelton, Warin de Wilileg, Malcoline de Harley, Helias de Etingham, 
and Roger Espringald ; the Defaulters (whom the Sheriff was or- 
dered to attach) were Hugh de Lega and William CarboneU : those 
who duly appeared were Hugh de Wodenerton, Philip de Ferlawe, 
Philip de Grete, Hugh de Buterle, Roger de Bullers, Richard de 
Stireslee (Stirchley), and Walter de Huggeford.^ 

The next County Assizes for Shropshire were held in November, 



> The writ called Pracipe gave the De- 
fendant an option either to do what ft 
Plaintiff reqoiied (in this case to restore 
the land) or show oause to the oontnuy. 

* Eot, I%m. p. a09. 

* Estonia incefH temporit Sf^ Jo- 



hanmis (No. 66), memh. 2 d&no. — ^Fitz 
waa Ml estate of Bohert de Girros. 

• Dodmoora, Vol. XCVII. 

7 JEuama^ Mioh. Term, 7 John, m. 2. 

^ PlaeUa, Easter Term, 7 & 8 Jolui, 
memh. 1 dorso. 
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1208. We have no Record of Fleas preserved^ but the Fines are 
still in existence. One of them^ levied on Nov. 8^ is between Wil- 
liam de Furchis^ plaintiff, and Robert de Gyros, Tenant, of one hide 
in Oxenbold, '^ whereof recognition of mart d^ancestre had been 
summoned in the same Court.'^ William remitted and quit-claimed 
all right, for which Robert gave him five merks.^ 

By a Deed of uncertain date, Robert de Gyros grants to Thomas 
Fitz Robert &pku^ of land in his Manor of Oxenbolde. Witnesses : 
Symon de Stanton, Roger fitz * * * de Wemme, Hugh de Roshale, 
Roger de Gyros of Stanton.^^ 

In or before the year 1244, Robert de Girros granted his Manor 
of Oxenbold to Wenlock Priory, and the Prior, probably as a mat- 
ter of form and to make a good title, sued him at Westminster for 
warranty of his Charter. Hence another Fine levied Nov. 3, 1244, 
between " Hymbert, Prior of Wenlock, plaintiff, and Robert de Gy- 
roys, Impedieni, o{ the Manor of Olenebode, whereof was plea of 
warranty^ etc. — Robert acknowledged the right of the Prior, as that 
which he had by gift of Robert himself: — ^to have and to hold in 
free, pure, and perpetual abnoign. And Robert and his heirs will 
warrant the same. And besides, Robert remitted all right which 
he had in a moiety of the Advowson of the Cell of Prene. For all 
this the Prior received the said Robert into all benefits, prayers, 
etc., which should be offered up in his House for ever.^^^^ 

Before Oct. 13, 1251, Robert de Girros was deceased, and a 
double suit awaited the Prior of Wenlock in respect of the Manor 
of Oxenbold. On that day William Mauduit, then Lord of Hol- 
gate, sued him at Westminster for 2 carucates in Oxenbold as his 
right. The Prior demanded view thereof, and the cause was ad- 
journed to Feb. 3, 1252.12 

. Also on Nov. 2, 1251, the Prior, being sued by Isabel, widow of 
Robert de Girros, for a third of this Manor, which she claimed as 
dower, called the heirs of the said Robert, viz. Thomas de Constan- 
tino and Walter de Hopton, to warranty. They came not, and so 
the Court ordered an equivalent to be seized out of their other lands 
till a further hearing in Easter Term, 1252. Of this suit I can 
learn no more, — but in Trinity Term, 1253, the suit between the 
Prior and William Mauduit is adjourned to Michaelmas Term, 1253, 
and again adjourned in that Term to the Quinzaine of the Holy 



9 Pedes Fimwti, 10 John, Salop. 

>« Blakeway'a MSS. 

" Pedes Finium, 29 Hcu. Ill, Salop. 



12 PlaeUa, Mich. Term, 35 Hen. Ill, 
memb. 10 and 33 dorso. 
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Trinity, 1254; the last adjournment being from ^'defiralt of Knights/* 
i. e. Jurors of Grand Assize. The Prior, in short, did not arrange 
this matter with the Seignoral Lord of Oxenbold till Jan. 20, 1256, 
M'hen at Sfdop Assizes the cause was heard,^^ and a Fine was levied 
between " William Maldoit, of Castle Holegod, plaintiff, and Im- 
bert, Prior of Wenlock, Tenant, of 2 carucatea in Oxebold, whereof 
was recognition of Grand Assize, etc/' The Baron renounced his 
claim, to the Prior and his Successors for ever, and for this the Prior 
gave him, not the prayers of his House, as in the fictitious case 
before narrated, but £10. sterling.^^ It is evident that Robert de 
Girros' grant was questioned not for want of sufficient consent on 
the part of his Suzerain, but in respect of his own previous title as 
Feoffee. 

Meanwhile, the Prior had been showing no diffidence as to the 
validity of his Title. Notwithstanding the enormous expenses which 
the recent Iter of Geoffrey de Langley had inflicted upon him, he 
fined in the year 1251, 300 merks with the King, that he might 
enclose, and keep enclosed, his Park of Oxenbold. The King's 
Charter of Nov. 4, 1251 (already quoted), embodies a license to 
that effect, adding that Oxenbold was within the bounds of the 
Forest.^^ Before Michaelmas, 1252, the Prior had paid 100 merks 
of this specific fine, had been excused 50 merks, and still owed 150 
merks.^® 

In 1255 the Jurors of Munslow Hundred, as well as of Wenlock 
Liberty, presented the state of this Manor. — 

Their joint account was that the Manor was half a hide, that Sir 
Robert de Girros had, ten years before, given it to the Prior of 
Wenlock ; that the Prior had . attracted to himself (i. e. to his 
Franchise) the Suit of the Vill, and deprived Munslow Hundred 
thereof: that the King had already been damaged (as Lord of . 
Munslow Hundred) to the extent of 25^. by this withdrawal, viz. 
5«. for ten years^ arrears of 6rf. stretward and Motfee, and 20*. for 
ten years^ Suit of Court, valued at 2s. per annum. The Munslow 



^ I do not giye the particular pleadings 
here, inasmuch as thej belong to another 
subject, viz. the ancestry of William Mau- 
dtiit, who aUeged a Seizin-in-Fee of his 
Ghreat-Qrandfather in time of Henry II. 
Though William Mauduit held his Barony 
by the same descent, it should be carefully 
noted that Robert de la Mare (the Ances- 
tor in question) had never been himself 



Baron of Holgate. It was after his death 
that that Honour lapsed to his line. He 
had however been largely enfeoffed in the 
Barony, as a Cadet of the older House, 
and, as Mauduit supposed, in Oxenbold. 

1^ Pedes Finium, 4ld Hen. Ill, Salop. 

» CaH, 36 Hen. Ill, No. 27. 

'« Rot. Pip. 36 Hen. Ill, Salop. 
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Jurors knew not the Prior's warranty for all this. The Wenlock 
Jnrors reported how he had made a Park at Oxenbold^ to which 
the Munslow return adds a Vivary.^'' 

A Deed which passed between the years 1251 and 1261 will fur- 
ther illustrate the Prior's activity in r^ard of Oxenbold Park. It 
was thus agreed between Sir Humbert^ Prior of Wenlock^ and 
Roger fitz William of CorfhuU. — Roger grants a parcel of his land 
in Corfhull^ viz. half an acre^ between the River Corve and the Old 
Park, formerly Robert de GHrros', and surrenders all rights within 
the enclosure of the said Park. The Prior grants to Roger free 
pasture, except for swine and goats, in such fallow-land in Oxne- 
bold as lay outside his Parks, Woods, and Meadows, so as that no 
right of common-pasture could be demanded within the fences of 
the Prior's New Park in Oxnebold. Witnesses : Roger de Pyvles- 
don, Roger de Girros, Roger de Weston, Peter son of Peter de 
Caleweton, Vivian de Castellione,^® Gilbert Marescall.^* 

The Tcueation of 1291 proves that the Prior's Manor of Oxenbold 
was reputed to contain much more than had been spoken of (under 
that name) by the Jurors of 1255, or had been questioned in the 
Suit with William Mauduit. The truth seems to be, that the 
Domesday Manor (1 hide) had been dismembered earlier than 1255, 
when Oxenbold appears only as half a hide. Of its original mem- 
bers, and their earlier alienation, we shall say more presently. 

In 1291, the Manor of Oxnebold, whatever composed it, con- 
tained seven carucates of arable land, held apparently in demesne 
by the Prior, and valued at I6s, per carucate, or £5. 12*. per annum. 
Three acres of Meadow yielded 6*. Th6 assized rents and Mill 
yielded £2. The Tallage was £2. ; and the Perquisites of Court 
and Labour-Dues were £1. Total, £10. ISs,^ 

In quoting from the Wenlock Fine-RoU of 15 Edw. II, I shall 
add to the little which occurs under Oxenbold, the notices of Monk 
Hopton, Weston, and Monk- Hall. — 

" Hoptone, Oct. 7, 1321.— Roger le Hunte took from the Lord a 
messuage and land surrendered by another; paying £1, rent for 
each of the two first years of his tenancy, and 24*. for the rest of 



»7 jRot. Hundred, II, 71, 72, 73, 85. 
Here 'we observe that King RichardV 
Charter, which TirtuaUy embodied the 
new Franohise of Wenlock, was construed 
by the Priory to have a prospectiye effect, 
that is, to throw into the said Franchise 
not only what the Prior then liad, but all 



that he could afterwards acquire. This 
principle was carried out as regards Ox- 
enbold, but not elsewhere, I think. 

^ Probably a relation of Kichard de 
Castellione, Rector of MadeLey in 1267. 

>^ Newport Evidencet (Blakeway). 

» Pope Nick, J^txaHoUf p. 164. 
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his life; performing also in the latter period .all other services and 
customs which his neighbours performed for any virgate of land. 

Omebold, Feb. 10, 1322.— Richard Toky of Weston fined 8s. 
for 2i acres of land, to hold for hves of himself or his wife, accord- 
ing to the custom of the Manor. 

Weston (same day) ^—Matilda, relict of Roger Bepe, fined 6^. Sd. 
for a messuage and half-rirgate, and some new land adjoining 
thereto, all which her late husband held in Weston ;— to hold for 
life, according to customs of the Manor. 

Hopton, April 13, 1322.— A fine of 2*. to sell 2^ acres. 

Weston, April 25, 1322. — Matilda, relict of Roger Bepe, fined 
3*. for license to remarry. 

Hopton, May 9, 1322. — ^Fine of 1*. to buy half an acre in Lythe- 
wode and La Bache. 

Moghale, May 31, 1322.— Thomas Fitz John of Moghale fined 
16^., for the messuage, etc. which William BedeU held {tenuit) at 
the Brochous; to hold to Thomas, his wife, and son, for the longest 
of their three lives, and to be entered upon at the death of William 
without further fine: — saying to the Lord his right, viz. a third of 
the goods and chattels found on the premises at the death of each, 
tenant, and all other services and customs. — 

The same day, it was allowed to said Thomas to cultivate all the 
said lands in champartyy for life of the said William ad la Broks : 
the latter to have half the crops, and to do customs and services ; 
but at his death Thomases share of crops not to be chargeable with 
thirds. 

Moghale, June 13, 1322. — Henry ate Wode and Alice his wife, 
fine 21*., to buy 6 acres in Calleye (Cawley) fi'om another, — ^to hold 
for the longest life, — performing services and customs. The Lessee 
may grub-up or leave standing a certain fence in Calleye as he may 
think most expedient. 

In 1379 the following was the Valuation of the Prior's Manor 
of Oxenbold. — A Capital Messuage yielding nothing : a water-mill 
6*. Sd. : a park, whose herbage was worth 2s., and whose under- 
wood was valueless : four carucates of land averaging 24*. : 2 acres 
of meadow 2s. " AnA,^ says the Record, ''there are of assized 
rents in diverse hamlets annexed to the said Manor, viz. Hopton, 
Weston, and Prior's Monghale, and in Staunton, £6. 0*. 6rf. fi'om 
free Tenants, and one pair of white spurs." The total annual re- 
ceipts were therefore £7. 15*. 2d. besides the spurs.^^ 

" MoHosticon^ V, 77. 
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In 1390 the Bents of Oxynbold Manor are given in the usual 
ratio of excess over th^ last Record^ viz. as £14. ISs. Id. per annumy 
whilst the lines and perquisites of Court were j61. 10*.^ 

In 1534r*5 the Demesne-Lands of the Prior in Oxenbold Manor 
were returned as yielding £17. per annum; whilst the rents-seem 
to he involved in other sums, given in gross as Foreign Rentals.^ 

The Minister's Accounts^ of 1541-2 give a number of receipts 
of the dissolved Priory^ which I must needs class together in this 
place : — 

Oxenbold. — Ferm of the Manor with the demesne 

l^nds £17 13 4 

Weston. — Ferm of one tenement . 1 13 4 

Harpis Muckhall. — Ferm of one messuage . . 1119 
Mukhole in Hopton. — Ferm of one Tenement . 1119 
Weston, Hopton, and Muckhall. — Ferm of tithes . 4 13 4 
Longslaton (Longstanton). — Ferm of the mes- 
suage called The Crossell . . .300 

Ferm of another messuage .18 8 

The first entry refers to a lease of Oxenbold proper, which the 
Priory had probably granted to some Fermor under the prospect of 
Dissolution. The other items, though they had occasionally been 
combined in previous estimates of Oxenbold, I shall have to cite 
separately hereafter. 



3Bu(!)e!)aU. 



Before I attempt to indicate those Domesday Members of Oxen- 
bold, which, constituting half a hide, had before 1255 been severed 
from the original Manor, I must introduce an idea (I can call it 
nothing more) which I entertain as to that Manor in Patinton Hun- 
dred, which the Record calls Buchehale. 

Domesday notices it thus briefly.— 

"William holds Buchehale. Elmer held it. Here is i virgate. 
There is arable land sufficient for half a team. It was and is waste.'' ^ 

In the margin is the affix — " In Patintun Hundred," which, by 



^ Begistor at WiUey, fo. 85, b. 
23 To/or JEccUsioHicut, III, 215. 



» Monatticony V, 80, 81. 
I Domesdatf^ fo. 257, b. 1. 
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the way, cannot pomibly be taken to apply to any other Manor 
named consecutively with this. 

We must therefore look for some such place as Buchehale within 
the known area of Patintun Hundred, and I believe that imder its 
Domesday name we shall look in vain. 

Let us endeavour to trace it by its Domesday owner, — William ; 
— and first we must decide who William was. This can be done 
satisfactorily by reference to the original Record. In the column, 
at the middle point of which the list of William Panttdf 's Manors 
is broken off, there is a marginal mark opposite the last of the 
series (Sudtelch). This mark corresponds with another at the foot 
of the column, annexed to which, in paler ink and in supplementary 
form, are noticed of the Condetret Manor of Ingurdine, and the 
Patintun Manor of Buchehale, the owner of which is respectively 
described as " Isdem W^^ and " Wills." It is clear therefore that 
William Pantulf was Domesday Lord of the two small Manors of 
Ingwardine and Buchehale. But William«Pantulf is not known to 
have had any subsequent interest in Ingwardine. The Seigneury 
of that Manor passed to Fitz Alan, as did also the Seigneury of 
other Pantulf Manors in South Shropshire. Now, as Pantulf is 
also known to have had nothing in perpetuity within the area of 
Patintuli Hundred, we conclude that Buchehale passed either to 
Pitz Alan or to some Religious House, where all evidence of the 
original seigneury became effaced. Such a House in this quarter 
could only be Wenlock Priory. Buchehale therefore, or whatever 
that name represented, must be looked for as afterwards involved 
in some Manor of Fitz Alan, or of the Prior, or of both. 

My idea is that the Domesday Scribe wrote "Buchehale'* where 
he ought to have written " Muchehale.'* 

There are three small tenements, lying nearly midway between 
Acton Round and Oxenbold, which are now known as Upper Monk- 
hall, Lower Monk-hall, and Far Monk-hall, but which in 1255 
were known as the three Mughales. The two former of these were 
then combined with Pitz Alan's Manor of Acton Round, the third 
with the Prior's Manor of Monk Hopton. 

At the Dissolution two of them seem to have belonged to 
Wenlock, and were described as Harpis MuckhaU and Mukhole in 
Hopton. 

Whether one, two, or all of these constituted the Domesday 
Manor, or which of them, I will not fmlher conjecture. 

I must now notice Monk Hopton, and some other tenements and 
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vills in this quarter^ which I cannot demonstrably associate with 
any Domesday Manor^ but among which we have, I doubt not^ the 
half-hide which had been lost to Oxenbold in 1255, from some pre- 
vious grant to Wenlock Priory. 



Morfk^^o^ton. 



About the year 1180, Beimund and Roger de Hopton and Ive- 
rard. Chaplain of Hopton, attest a Deed which I have often quoted, 
and which 1 shall presently set forth under Corve. 

In October, 1203, I find one William de Hopton, apparently a 
knight, acting as Juror in a trial which concerned land in the same 
vill of Corve. It appears to me that this WiUiam must have been 
Lord of the Manor now imder notice.^ 

I suppose also that Nicholas de Optun, who was attending the 
Prior's Court of Burton in March, 1227, was of this place.' 

On November 22, 1248, Bemund de Hopton, being called upon 
to warrant his Charter of a vii^te and acre in Hopton to Roger 
Fitz Roger, did so in the King's Court at Shrewsbury, by a fine, 
wherein he acknowledged to have given the premises to said Boger, 
— to hold of the Lords of the Fee. Boger is said to acknowledge 
the fine with a sore sparrow-hawk. An indorsement on the Fine 
states that the Prior of Wenlock apposes his claim.^ 

I believe this Boger Fitz Boger to have been identical with Boger 
de Weston, whom I shall mention presently. 

In 1255 the Jurors of Wenlock spoke of Monk Hopton as a 
member of the Manor of Weston, instead of adopting the inverse 
classification which other circumstances suggest. They merely said 
that ^^ Weston with its appurtenances, viz. Hopton and Mughal, 
was a Manor of the Lord Prior of Wenlock.*'* — 

They evidently knew nothing of the hidage or ancient status of 
the Manor thus described ; — and their ignorance was precisely the 
same as that which I now experience, and which nothing probably 



* Because neither of Hopton Gangcford, 
Hopton Wafre, or Upton Ci«8Bctt, the 
only othbr plaoos which con be taken into 
the question. 



' Supra, VoL III, p. 341, note. 

3 Pedes Mmum, 33 Hen. Ill, Salop. 

* Rot, Hundred, II, 85. 
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can remoTe but the diaoovery of some Chartnlajry of Wenlock 
Priory. 

The Fme-Boll of 15 Edw. II indicates little with regard to the 
statug of Hopton as a whole. Parts of it were held by Copyhold 
tenure, according to the usual customs adopted by Wenlock Priory^ 
wherever it had power to introduce them. Another part may also 
have been held in fee, a matter on which of course that Record is 
silent. I have given all extracts firom the said Fine-Roll, which 
relate to Hopton, Weston, and Monk Hall^ under Oxenbold. 

In 1495-6, the rents of a Mill and Tenement in Hopton, amount- 
ing to 6s, 4^.^ specially belonged to the Kitchen of the Priory.^ 

MoNK-HoPTON Chapel. — That Monk Hopton and all the adja- 
cent vUb stood within the area of the alleged Parish of the Holy 
Trinity of Wenlock, is evident fix)m the boundary of the latter 
already given. 

A Chapel nevertheless existed at Hopton from a very early period, 
as we learn from mention of Iverard, its Chaplain, in the twelfth 
Century. 

It may be doubted whether any succession of these humble func- 
tionaries was pretended to be kept up. Of course none of them 
appear on the Diocesan Registers. 

Bishop Swinfield, by his Charter of Jan. 29, 1284, increases the 
previously fixed endowment of the Vicar of Wenlock, by giving 
him the Sckrysicom and Commol of Weston, Muchale, and Hop- 
ton. This I have noticed before,' and only observe here that the 
Bishop does not even mention a Chapel or Chaplain at Hopton. 

The Charter of Thomas, Bishop of Hereford (May 23, 1331), 
mentions and confirms to Wenlock Priory, the Chapel of Hopton, 
as a dependent of the Church of the Holy Trinity. 

The Spiritualities of Wenlock Priory, in 1369, are stated to in- 
clude a receipt of £3. 13«. 4^. firom the Chapel of Hopton. This 
was doubtless the great tithe of the district, which I learn firom 
another Schedule to have been appropriated to the support of the 
Convent, and which, in 1541-2, was, as we have seen, represented 
by the greater sum of £4. 13«. 4d., at which the tithes of Weston 
Hopton and Muckhall were then farmed. 

The Pensions assigned by Henry YIIPs Commissioners on Jan. 6, 
1540, to the Fraternity of the late Priory, include one of j£5. 6*. 8rf. 
to a Monk and Priest named William Morthowe.^ 

* Register at Willoy, fo. 32, b. i ' Mtmatticon, V, p. 80. Num. XI. 

« Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 267. | 
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In 1545, the drcomstanoe of William Morphoo having been a 
Monk is mentioned in conjunction with his being Curate of Monk 
Hopton; but my authority^ does not supply the bearing of such a 
coincidence. 

WESTON. 

About 1220-80, one Roger de Weston attests a Deed which con- 
cerned Patton, Corve, and Cawley. 

I think that Roger Fitz Roger, whose fine of 1248 has been no- 
ticed under Hopton, was Roger de Weston's son, and identical with 
'' Roger, son of Roger de Weston,'* who in 1256 was concerned in 
Charlcott.' He was afterwards called Roger de Weston. 

At this time the Prior of Wenlock had footing in Weston, and 
it was called a Manor. The Jurors of Wenlock Liberty presented, 
long after, that Hymbert, Prior of Wenlock (he died in 1260), had 
made furpresture on his own land in the Manor of Weston within 
the King's Forest, having warranty to do so, and that the locality 
was put out of regard in Henry IIFs time.^^ 

In the last half of the thirteenth century, I find Roger de Weston 
a frequent witness of local deeds. Also at the Assizes of 1272, the 
Inquest of 1274, and the Assizes of 1292, the same person was on 
the Jury for Wenlock Liberty. 

A step of succession is indicated by a Larden Deed, dated July 
12, 1306, which is tested by Roger, son of Roger de Westone. The 
Fine- Roll of 15 Edw. II, already quoted under Oxenbold, indicates 
that the Prior had Copyhold Tenants here i nor do the subsequent 
Rent-Roils of Wenlock show the continuance of that tenure in-fee 
which I suppose to have been enjoyed by the three "Roger de Wes- 
tons above mentioned. 

FAB MONK-HALL, OE PEIOE*S MTJCKHALL. 

I have great difiSculty in treating separately of three places which 
were adjacent, and not always described by any distinctive name. 
If therefore I confuse the Prior of Wenlock^s Tenants in Far Monk- 
HaU with Fitz Alan^s Tenants at Upper and Lower Monk-Hall, the 
mistake is unavoidable. I think however that the Masons (the 
principal Tenants in question) held both under the Prior and under 
Fitz Ala». 

In 1182 the Sheriff of Shropshire accounts 7s, for the chattels of 
William de Muggehal, who had been hanged." 

« Blakeway's MS8. I ^ Rot. Sund. II, 110. 

9 Supra, Vol. I, p. 157. I " Hoi. Pip. 28, Ucu. II, Salop, 



WESTON. 



31 



At the Assizes of November^ 1221^ Peter le Macun and Alice his 
wife having a suit of mort d'ancestre against William le Macun 
failed to appear ; whereupon they were subject to Amercement , their 
Sureties being Thomas and Boger de Millingehop.^^ 

On March 12, 1227, William de Mughale was attendant at the 
Hundred Court of the Prior of Wenlock at Burton. 

In 1255 William le Mason, of Mughale, and his fellows, were 
amerced half a merk by Henry de Herwinton, a Justice Itinerant. 
They paid the same to Philip de Pres, Receiver of Robert de Gren- 
don, then Sheriff of the County : but Philip gave no sufficient dis- 
chai^, and they had to pay the same again.^^ 

At the Assizes of 1256 William Macun, of Mughale, was a Juror 
for Munslow Hundred. 

I have noticed already that this William le Mason was a Regarder 
of Shirlot Forest, in 1262.^^ As such he and his Colleagues were 
fined one merk in 1267, for some concealment.^^ 

From this time till 1305 we find a person or persons described as 
William de Mughale or William le Mason^ of Mughale, firequently 
attesting local deeds. Coincidently, William de Mughale was a 
Defaulter, reported by the Stottesden Jurors at the Assizes of 1272. 
William le Mason was a Juror of Munslow Hundred in 1272, 1274, 
and 1292. He occurs too on a Jury at Brug in 1278, on a Jury at 
Wenlock in 1289 (where a fellow-juror was Roger le Fleming, of 
Mughale), on other Juries at Brug in 1291 and 1294, and on ano- 
ther at Wenlock in 1296. 

The name of Mason was among the Tenants of Wenlock Prioiy 
two centuries later. In 1495-6 John Mason was Tenant of a Mill, 
«and of a meadow and pasture near Bradley Mill, paying 12«. \Qd. 
to the Convent Eatchen. A tenement in Muchall was chained 
with \%8. 4d. rent, payable to the same ; and Ralph Mason paid 28. 
per anmim to the Gustos of St. Mary^s Chapel, within the Priory.^® 



^ AMizes, 6, Hen. Ill, memb. 4. 

^ Mot Swnd. II, 111. The main iacts 
were reported by the Wenlock Jurors of 
1274. The dates nre supplied firam other 
sources. 



" Supra, Vol. II, p. 37. 

" Rot. Pip. 51, Hen. III. 

^ Register, fo. 82, b. 33, 84. St. Mary's 
Chapelhada separate endowment, amount- 
ing apparently to lOs. 6d. per antmrn. 
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The Saxon word St&a is more accurately preserved in compound 
names than in the simple form " stone/' 

Long-Stanton is distinguished from other Stantonsin Shropshire 
by a word which bore reference, I think, to the Parish rather than 
the Manor. The former ran up to Brockton and Patton, and thus 
had a length of four miles, with a breadth of little more than one. 
Domesday notices Long Stanton thus : — 

'^ Tlie same Roger (de Laci) holds (of the Earl) Stantime ; and 
Herbert (holds it) of him. Eluuin held it (in Saxon times), and was 
a free man. Here are iii hides geldable. Tn demesne is one ox- 
team and a half, and (there are) ii Serfs and i Boor, with half a 
team. Its former value was 6*. (per annum). It is now worth 12«.*'^ 

I have spoken under Cleobury North of the early dismemberment 
of Lacy's Domesday Fief} In no Record later than Domesday can 
I find the slightest hint that those Barons retained any interest in 
Long Stanton. That Manor I take to have been an Escheat of the 
Crown at least as early as the reign of Henry I. 

Of Herbert, the Domesday Tenant of Long Stanton, I would ob- 
serve, that he seems to have been Lacy's Tenant elsewhere, viz. at 
Patton, Middlehope, and Corfton, and to have also held Oreat Sut- 
ton, under Helgot, at the time of the Survey. 

The subsequent tenures in Long- Stanton were of such a divided 
character that it is impossible to associate them with an abiding or 
general interest of any single PeoflFee. I must therefore conclude 
that Herbert's tenancy here vanished during the same unchronicled 
period as ptt an end to the seigneury of Lacy. 

I proceed to speak of these divided Tenures with as much dis- 
tinctness as a few very scattered evidences enable me. — 

Serjeantry op Long-Stanton. — This consisted of a small estate* 
bestowed, together with More (near Lydham) and other lands, on 
one whose name is unrecorded, but whose office it was to act as a 
Constable of 200 foot-soldiers whenever any King of Englaild in- 

1 JDomeiday, fo. 266, b. 1. > The extent is variously describod as 

« Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 24. 2 carucatet, 1 carmeaie^ and 1 virg^Oe, 
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vaded Wales. The descendants of the first Constable thns endowed 
took the name of More from the principal of their estates. Of them 
and their succession I shall speak in another place. Here it is only 
pertinent to say that one of these constables^ at least as early as the 
twelfth century, granted whatever he had in Long-Stanton to a 
Tenant-in-fee. His right to do so was afterwards questioned, and 
his Descendants had to compound for his act by an annual pay- 
ment to the Crown. The rights of his FeoflTee were not however 
brought into question. 

The first of these Tenants of whom I have found any mention 
was perhaps the original Feoffee : he was known as Simon de Stan- 
ton, in or about the year 1174, when we find him attesting a deed 
of Guy le Strange, already given under Badger.* About six years 
later the name of Simon de Stanton follows that of Robert Walsh 
(Gualensis), and both occupy a very prominent position in the test- 
ing-clause of that Corve charter which I have so often quoted. 

Simon de Stanton was succeeded by his son Thomas, who appears 
to have held this estate for at least 36 years, and to have made 
many subiiifeudations thereof. The following list of his sales, as 
they are called, professes to give the proximate date of each, and 
with much probability. 
About 1215 he enfeoffed Geoffrey GriflBn in 8 nokates (f virgate). 
About 1231 he sold to Henry de Lotwich one noke. 
About 1235 he sold to Richard, a Chaplain, half a virgate. 
About 1240 he sold to the same 15 acres. 
About 1243 he enfeoffed Roger de Thongland in 2 acres. 
About 1247 he sold to Sabina fitz Simon half a virgate, to Philip 
fitz Simon 9 acres, to Richard Dodinol 1 acre, and to Alice Brewer 
(Braciatrix) 1 acre. 
About 1251 he sold to Cecily, his daughter, 1 acre.^ 
The first feof&nent, that of Geofirey Grifiin, is curiously substan- 
tiated by a Deed in the Haughmond Chartulary, whereby — 

Thomas, son of Simon de Staunton, grants to Geoffrey Griffin, 
for his homage and service, three bovates in Staunton, those namely 
of which Philip fitz Edric held, hdif B,mrgate, and Richard the Priest, 
one bavate, — rendering a pair of white gloves. For this Geoffrey 
gavjB five merks. Witnesses : Vivian de RoshaU, Robert de Girros, 
Robert de Wudeton, Richard de Midlehope.* 

* Supra, Vol. II, p. 66, note. hovate were then in this caseB^monjmou^, 
' Sot. Hundred^ II, 72. and four of thorn equal to a virgate. 

* Chartulary, fo. 141. The nokate and 

IV. 
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Further^ the Hundred Rolls inform us that about 1235 Geoffrey 
Griffin enfeoffed the Abbot of Haughmond^ in these premises. Again 
the Chartulary is in concert, for in one deed — 

" Geoffrey Griffin exchanges with Haughmond Abbey for a vir- 
gate in Besforde, those three bovates which he bought £rom Thomas 
fitz Simon. — ^Witnesses : John Pitz Alan, Henry de Audley, Vivian 
de Roshale.^^ In another deed, — '' Thomas de Long Staunton, son 
of Simon de Long Staunton, confirms to the Abbey the three nokes 
in the vUl of Long Staunton, which the Abbey had obtained by 
exchange with Geoffrey Griffin, Clerk. — ^Witnesses: Richard de 
Midelhope, Thomas de Roshall, Geoffirey Griffin Clerk, Bertram his 
Brother.'' 

The Hundred Rolls still further inform us that about 1236 the 
Abbot of Haughmond enfeoffed Brun Edrich in these premises for 
7<9. annual rent. The word '' enfeoffed " seems to be here used at 
random. The Chartulary, though it does not supply the Abbot's 
charter to Brown Edrich, gives us a subsequent renewal to his Son, 
wherein — '^ The Abbot demises to Richard, son of Edrich Brown, of 
Staunton, half a virgate, which his said Father, and Matilda, his 
Mother, had held for life. The new rent is to be 13^. 4<^."7 

I can trace but little of the other subinfeudations granted by 
Thomas fits; Simon between 1215 and 1251. 

About that time however there was one Simon, Rector of Long 
Stanton, who seems to have been father of a numerous family if, as 
I guess, Philip and Sabina above mentioned were his son and daugh- 
ter. A son he certainly had, named Simon, who, before 1265, having 
a seignoral right over three nokates in Long Stanton, gave the rent 
thereof (9«. 3^.) to Haughmond Abbey, together with his body in 
burial.® 

The Taxation of 1291 gives the Abbot of Haughmond as seized 
of 178. 4ed. assized rent in Longestaunton.* And his interests here 
continued till the Dissolution, for, in 1541-2, the Ministers' Accounts 
give a rent of ISs. from a Tenement in Long Staunton among the 
assets of the late Monastery.^® To return to an earlier period : — 
It was during Thomas fitz Simon's time that these Inquisitions 



7 Chartulaiy, ibidem. On Dec. 6, 1333, 
Mabel, daughter of Richard Brown, being 
apparentlj manried to Biohard, brother 
of Henry le Gyros, the two have a new 
demiae from the Abbot at the old rent, — 



^ Chartulary, ibidem. WitneaaeB : Bich- 
ard and Roger de Midelhope, Robert de 
BoUedon. 

* Fope Ifick. Tax, p. 168. 

^^ MonoiHeon, YI, 118. Num. zir. 
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of Seijeantries were made which have supplied most of the above 
information. Roger de la More was then Lord of More, and com- 
pounded for all the alienations of his Predecessors by paying an 
annual rent of one merk to the Crown, in addition to the discharge of 
his service as Constable. This rent, whereof 5*. was the specific 
portion chained in respect of Long Staunton,^^ began to accrue from 
March, 1247. The various Feoffees paid their ratable shares to 
Roger de la More, while he accounted for the whole to the Sheriff. 
In the arrentation of 1247 Thomas de Long Staunton is said to 
hold one carucate in Long Staunton, the annual value of which to 
him was £1. 6*. 8rf.— 

He was living in 1251, but was deceased in 1255, when his (grand- 
son, Thomas, son of his son Reginald, was in possession. In that 
same year this second Thomas sold to Richard, Chaplain (a former 
purchaser in the Manor), rents of ISs. and one pound of cumin 
arising from his Tenants here. He also sold to the Knights Tem- 
plars of Lidley a moor of the annual value of 38.^ 

In 1259 he fines half a merk to have some Assize^^ — ^probably 
that asnze of mort cPancestre which, in October, 1259, Giles de 
Erdinton is commissioned to try, as "arraigned by Thomas fitz 
Ranald, of Long Stanton, against PhiHp le Clerc.''^^ The tene- 
ment in dispute was in Long Stanton, and perhaps Philip le Clerc 
was identical with Philip fitz Simon, already mentioned. Again, 
in 1260, Thomas fitz Reginald fines half a merk for a writ otpone^^ 
wishing, I suppose, to change the venue of some lawsuit. 

Previous to this, and in or about the year 1256, we hear from 
another Record^^ that Thomas fitz Reginald had enfeoffed the 
Knights Templars of Lidley in all his residue in Long Staunton. 

The Templars^ interests, already existent in this quarter, were so 
multiplied in the next ten years that we lose all distinct notice of 
their specific tenure as Orantees of Thomas fitz Reginald; but it 
was probably in his right that (as we shall see) they afterwards 
claimed the Advowson of the Church. 



u FM;«Te8tadfiNeYill,f0B.264,268.— 
A fragment of an Absizo Boll preseired 
in the same Beoord seemB to be of date 
about 1251. It says, under Mtmslow 
Hundred (fo. 274), with much inaccuracy, 
that " Soger de la More, of lidmesfield, 
holds one yirgate in Longesdon by ser- 
joantry, the jurors knew not his service." 

Ucro the name Lidmeefeld seems to be 



I a confusion between Lydham and Linley. 
Longesdon is put for Long Stanton. The 
extent of land and the rcdio of the tenure 
are equally fiilse. 

w Rot. Sund. 11, 72. 

^ Bot, Pip, 43 Hen. m. 

>« Patent, 43 Hen. DI, dono. 

^ Bot Pip, 44 Hen. 3, Saiap, 

^ Bot, Sundred, p. 101. 
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In October^ 1292^ the Munslow Jurors represented how the Master 
of the Templars was holding the VUl of Long Stanton^ which Thomas 
de Stanton formerly held by Serjeantry. The Master came into 
Court, and pleaded the seiziJi of his Predecessor ^ but Hugh de 
Louther, the King^s Attorney, was ordered to follow up the matter 
uuder writ of Q^o Warrantoy^ I do not find that this was done. 

An Escheator's Boll, apparently of the year 1316, and so after 
the forfeiture of the Templars, represents their late tenure in Staunton 
Long and Holt Preen as held of the King and of the Honour of 
Montgomery, by Serjeantry .^^ The change thus indicated is a fitting 
point for concluding this branch of the subject, except to state that 
an Inquest taken previously (on Oct. 25, 1315), had found Long 
Stanton to have been an Escheat of the Templars, but to have been 
held of Edward BumelPs Honour of Castle Holgate without any 
service.^^ What I shall have to say under Castle Holgate will nearly 
reconcile the two statements. 

Knights Temflabs' Fee. — This consisted of four virgates acquired 
by the Knights long before their feofiment by Thomas de Stanton. 
If, as is said, it was originally of the Fee of Castle Holgate, it follows 
t'lat the Barons of Holgate had, on the first partition of Lacy's es- 
tate here, obtained from the Crown a part of Long Stanton.^* There 
are many other considerations which make this probable, but here 
especially the propinquity of the forfeited land to Holgate Castle 
rendered it an object. 

The Tenant of these four virgates, whether under these Barons or 
not, was Eobert Walsh, already noticed as a fellow-witness with 
Simon de Staunton about 1180. Even earlier than this, that is, 
previous to the year 1176, I find this Robertiis fValensis attesting a 
Charter of Peter, Prior of Wenlock, concerning Hughley. — 

In Nov. 1194, he appears as Recognizor in an assize which I have 
mentioned under Hollicott.*^ — 

And further I cannot say of him, for I think it must have been 
his son, another Robert, who about the year 1225 is said to have 
given to the Templars the four virgates in Long Staunton which he 
lield of the Fee of Castle Holgate.^^ 



^^ Pladta Corona, memb. 8 dorso, 
19 Escheat Boll : — embodied in Eirby's 
Quest. Inquisitions, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 

1^ I cannot suppose that they inherited 
from Herbert, the Domesday Tenant, or 
that the said Herbert was identical with 



Herbert, son and heir of Helgot ; for if 
so, the Barons of Holgate would liave 
held all Long-Stanton. 

» Supra, Vol. 1, 181. 

31 BoL Hundred, II, 72. 
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GiRBOS Pee. — This too, judging from the slender evidence which 
we have about it^ I should think to have been conferred by the 
Crown, after Lacy's forfeiture, on the Barons of Holgate. The 
latter perhaps gave it with other estates to De Girros, the greatest 
Feoffee in their Barony, probably their near Relation. Certainly 
something in Stanton was included in the escheated estates of De 
Girros in 1194, something which yielded to the Escheator a return 
of 28. on the half-year, for which he then accounts, and 2s. more 
on half a year, for which he accounts in 1195.^^ 

Robert de Girros (II) seems to have had as Tenant in Stanton 
a Cadet of his own family. We have seen Roger de Girros of 
Stanton attesting an Oxenbold grant of the said Robert before the 
year 1244. — 

We have the same Roger, as I suppose, attesting other deeds in 
the middle of the thirteenth century, and in one of these he is ac- 
companied by his son, a second Roger. I shall speak of this branch 
again under Foston, where they had more important interests than 
at Long Stanton. What became of their tenure here I know not, 
nor yet can I account for the interest which the Prior of Wenlock 
acquired here, and which I will speak of briefly as the — 

Wenlock Fee. — In 1291 the Prior had a Mill in Long Stanton, 
worth £1. 68. Sd. per annum.^ In 1379, the Prior's Rents, in 
Hopton, etc., include some receipts from Staunton. In 1341-2 he 
had two messuages here (one called the Crossell) which together 
yielded £4:. S8. Sd. per annum.^ 

CoRFiELD, formerly Cobfhull. — This was a member both of the 
Manor and Parish of Long Staunton, but to which Fee it belonged 
I cannot say. 

About the middle of the thirteenth century *' Roger de Corfhul 
grants to Richard fitz William, of Oxnebolde, two acres in the fields 
of Corfhul, abutting on lands called Medowecros, Capegreve, Olde- 
corfhul, and Luttlemorl, — ^for his homage and lis. paid: — to hold 
to him his heirs and assigns, except any Religious House, — at an 
annual rent of 2d. Witnesses : Thomas, Lord of Staunton, Hugh 
de Patiton, Roger de Ghyros, Roger de Kylmescot, Richard de 
Westbradeley, William de Lotwich, and others.'^ ^^ 

The Grantor in this deed is the same person with Roger iitz 



33 Sot. Ftp. 6 & 7 Bioh. I, Escheator'B 
Scliedule. 

3 Pope Nich. Tax. p. 164. 

»* MoncuHcon, V, 77, 80. In the Ust 
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William^ of Corfhuly already noticed as coming to an agreement 
with the Prior of Wenlock about Oxenbold Park.^ 

One Boger de Corf hul has also occurred to us later in the thir« 
teenth century.^ In May^ 1295, he was on an Inquest held at 
Holgate. In May, 1296, we have B^inald de CorfhuU as a Juror, 
in another neighbouring Inquest. In January, 1320, Boger and 
Richard de Corfhull were members of a Jury at Brockton. 

Cotes. — ^I am by no means sure that what I have to say about a 
place thus called in Munslow Hundred relates to '' Coates-Farm,^' 
in the Parish of Long Stanton. 

If it does, then was this Cotes separated manorially from Long 
Stanton, while the latter Manor was in the Crown, and granted to 
the King's Chief Forester for Shropshire, as part of his Serjeantry. 
The case of Morels Serjeantry, similarly augmented by a part of 
Long Stanton, makes this idea plausible. 

The Chief Foresters of Shropshire were a succession of Knights 
descended from Ulger Venator , and seated at Great Bowlas, at least 
as early as the reign of Henry I. Their descent fixim that period 
is well established. They held estates in Shropshire and Hereford- 
shire in virtue of their hereditary o£Sce, and therefore by Serjeantry. 
The little that is known of Cotes, one of the estates so held, is as 
follows : — 

A Boll of Shropshire Serjeantries, drawn up for purpose of some 
assessment, about the year 1200, intimates that Bobert fitz Wil- 
liam, the King's Forester for Shropshire, held a fourth part of a 
Carucate in Cote (of 4^. annual value), and 3«. rent there.^ 

A fragment of an Assize Boll, of October, 1227, tells us, under 
the presentments of Munslow, that " Hugh iitz Bobert holds 20 
aolidates of land in Cotes, by service of keeping the Forests of 
Shropshire.''^ Hugh fitz Bobert was son and successor of Bobert 
fitz William before mentioned. Previous to his death in 1249, he 
eufeoffed one Thomas le Moynur in a whole carucate in Cotes, re- 
serving to himself only a rent of a pair of spurs. Thomas le Moy- 
nur was succeeded by a son of the same name, and the latter dying 
before 1272, left his son, a third Thomas le Moynur, in minority. 

I think it was Thomas (II) or Thomas (III) whom we shall see 
attesting a Buthall Deed, between 1255 and 1295, as ''Thomas 
Lord of Cote." 

Meantime, Hugh fitz Bobert dying in 1249, was succeeded by 

« Supra, p. 24. I ^ Testa de NeviU, p. 61. 

=7 Supra, Vol. ll, p. 37. I » Ibidem, p. 54. 



UfSG STANTON. 



39 



John fitz Hugh. The latter, on the death of Thomas le Moynur 
(II) seized the estate at Cotes, claiming to have custody of the 
Infant Heir. Hence we find that at the Assizes of Oct. 1272,^ 
Thomas le Moynur of Cotes claimed against John fitz Hugh a 
carucate in Cotes, whereof the Plaintiff alleged his Father to have 
died seized. This was a suit therefore of m€rt d'ancestre, which 
the Defendant met, not* by denying the Father's seizin, but by ex- 
plaining that he only claimed custody of the Heir. Thomas Ic 
Moynur (III) hereupon produced the Charter by which his Grand- 
father had been enfeoffed by the Plaintiff's Father. That Charter 
is not set forth on the Bolls, but its terms seem to have been in- 
consistent with John fitz HugVs claim of custody. Sentence was 
given in favour of the Plaintiff, i. e, he recovered the estate at once. 
Clear as these particulars are, they do not inform us precisely 
where Cotes was, and I have searched in vain for further informa- 
tion on* the subject. My idea that it was Cotes, near Long Stanton, 
seems most consistent with all ascertained particulars, for every 
member of that Manor would certainly belong to Munslow Hun- 
dred.^i 



LONGKSTANTON OHITECH AND PABISH. 

At the time of Domesday the Church of this Parish was perhaps 
at Patton. About a century later we have mention of Walter, 
Chaplain of Stanton, which is the earliest indication I have of a 
change, probably effected very soon after Domesday, 

The Advowson was attached to the Tenure by Serjeantry, and 
Thomas de Long Stanton seems to have granted it to the Priory of 
Wenlock : for in April, 1245, a fine was levied at Westminster be- 
tween Prior Hymbert, plaintiff, and Tliomas de Longa Stanton, 
Impedienty of the Advowson of the Church of Longa Stanton^ 
whereof was Plea of warranty of Charter. Thomas acknowledged 
the Prior's right, as arising by his own gift, and surrendered the 
said Advowson, — to hold to the Prior and his Successors in Jrank 
almaign, and Thomas and his heirs would warrant the same against 
all men. The Prior received said Thomas and his heirs ''into all 
benefits and prayers which thereaft;er should be made in his Church 
of Wenlock for ever.''** 



* Ajozes, 56 Hen. Ill, memb. 7. 

^ Cotea and Coten^ meaning literally 
"cottages," are common names of ham- 
lets. There was another Cotes in Mmis- 



low Hundred, near Bushbuiy, but its his- 
tory seems quite distinct firom the aboye, 
though equally little is known of it. 
» Register at Willey, fo. 4. 
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It appears that^ on a subsequent vacancy^ the Knights Templars 
of Lidley claimed^ in the King^s Courts the Advowson of this 
Churchy but sued the Prior for the same to no purpose.^ I do not 
find^ on the extant Plea-Bolls, the first proceedings in this cause, 
but the following indicates the period of the Suit and its result. 
In the Quinzaine of Michaelmas, 1266, the Justices sitting at 
Westminster found that a previous order of theirs had issued to 
the Sheriff of Shropshire, viz. '^that on the lands and chattels of 
the Master of the Knights Templars he should levy a sum of 20 
merks, and should have the said sum here in Court, to be paid over 
to the Prior of Wenlock, seeing that the said Master had impeded 
the Prior in presenting to the Church of Long Stanton.'' The 
Sheriff not having obeyed the Writ, was enjoined to do so before 
three weeks of Hilary, 1267.** On the Octaves of Hilary, 1267, 
there is a memorandum on the Bolls, stating that the Writ was still 
unfulfilled, and making it returnable in three weeks of Easter. — I 
hear no further of this matter. 

On Sunday, April 23, 1290, Bichard Swiufield, Bishop of Here- 
ford, then visiting hia Diocese, was at Munslow. Corn-provender 
for the horses of his Suite was presented by the Bector of Long 
Stanton.*^ 

The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of Long Stanton in the 
Deanery of Wenlock, at £13. Ss.'^Qd.per annum, and enters it as 
belonging to the Prior of Wenlock.** 

Meanwhile, however, that is before the year 1275, the Prior of 
Wenlock had given the Advowson of Long Stanton to the Dean and 
Chapter of Hereford, and John le Breton, Bishop of Hereford (who 
died in that year), had given license to the Chapter to appropriate 
the same on the next vacancy. This Vacancy occurred in 1294 ; 
and on April 29, 1295, Bishop Swinfield confirmed the appropriation 
allowed by his Predecessor.^'^ 

In 1341 the Taxation of this Church being quoted at 20' merks 
(£13. 6*. 8rf.), the Assessors of the Ninth rated the Parish only at 
£3. lOtf. ; and 13«. 44, of the latter sum was specially apportioned 
on the Prior of Wenlock in respect of that share of the Ninth which 
belonged to his temporalities within the Parish.^ The reasons for 

^ Memorandum in Hereford Register, I ^ I*ope Nich. Taxation, p. 167. 



Bub anno 1294f. 

^ Placita, Mich. Term, 50 & 51; Hen. 
ni, memb. 10. 

* Household Soil (Camden Society), 
pp. 76 and clxxxvi. 



^ Blakeway (from Hereford Begisters). 

* The Prior^B interests in Patton and 
Brockton were most probably taken into 
account. 
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the general assessment being low were^ — the destruction of com by 
great storms, murrain of sheep^ surrender of eleven tenants and non- 
cultivation of their lands^ and because the glebe and alterages, which 
were reckoned in the Church-Taxatum^ could not be accounted of 
in estimating the Ninth?'^ 

In 1534r-5 the Vicarage of Long Staunton (Thomas Growse beipg 
Incumbent) was valued at £7. Qs. Sd., in glebe and tithes. 

The Procurations and Synodals chargeable thereon were 7s, Sd.^ 
The Bectories of Diddlebury and Long Staunton^ as appropriated 
by the Dean and Chapter of Hereford^ were at the same time re- 
turned as jointly worth £24. per annum, 

EAELY INCUMBENTS « 

Simon was Parson here before the year 1255.*^ The Church was 
vacant about 1265-6. 

Walter, the last Rector, was Incumbent in or before 1275, and 
died in 1294. His Patron will have been the Prior of Wenlock. 

Philip de Wyttelbyb, Priest, admitted as Vicar on July 30, 
1303, at presentation of the Dean and Chapter of Hereford. 

Richard de Chabham, Priest, admitted Oct. 30, 1305, on a like 
presentation. He resigned in 1322, and — 

William de Oldebur, Priest, was admitted on June 16. — Same 
Patrons. 

William de Togoeford, Priest, admitted Aug. 30, 1349. In 3 
Ric. II. (1389-90)— 

William, perpetual Vicar of Long Stanton, was indicted for 
breaking a staff on the Bailiff of Wenlock. He or another, called — 

William Power, was Vicar in 1398. 

Sir William Lone, admitted June 5, 1399, on presentation of 
the Dean and Chapter, resigned in the same year. 



$atton. 



This place was perhaps at one time the capnt of the Hundred to 
which it gave a name. Its importance does not seem wholly to have 
vanished at the time of Domesday, when it was thus noticed : — 



^ luquifUumes Nonarum, p. 186. 

« Valar Ecclena8ticus,IU, py.2lO&5. 



« From Blakeway's MSS. 
^ Vide supra, p. 34. 
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^' The same Roger (de Laci) holds of the Earl Patintune. Aluuin 
held it (in Saxon times) ^ and was a free man. Here is i hide 
geldable. Herbert holds it of Roger (de Laci). In demesne he has 
I ox-team and ii Ser&^ and i Villain and i Radman^ with i team; 
and there might yet be iii teams more (employed here). Here is 
a Priest and i Boor. In time of King Edward, the Manor was worth 
10s. (per annum), and subsequently it was waste. Now (it is worth) 

There is a remarkable parallel between this Manor and that of 
Long Stanton. They ever were, and still are, in the same Parish, 
though perhaps the Parish-church was originally at Patton. Alwin, 
the Saxon Lord of Patton, was doubtless identical with Eluuin, the 
Saxon Lord of Long Stanton. Roger de Lacy was the Domesday 
Lord, and Herbert the Domesday Tenant of both. Both were ulti- 
mately lost to De Lacy^s Barony. Both two had other features in 
common as regards their gradual and unexplained disintegratiop. 

Half op Patton passed to the Seigneury of Wenlock Priory, 
probably as early as the reign of Henry I., but by whose gift we are 
not told. 

It seems in the first instance to have been brought into the Prior's 
demesne, or rather into that class of estates which were disposed of 
to Tenants for life, according to an established custom of the Priory. 

A very ancient lease of this part of Patton is still in existence. 
Its date cannot be later than 1160, and as a specimen of this kind 
of document, it must be given entire : — 

^' Sciant presentes et futuri quod Umbaldns Prior de Wenloch 
consensu Conventiis concessit Amaldo dapifero de Ludelaiie terram 
de Patintuna tenendam in vit& su& tantum. Dando singulis annis 
ad festum Sancti Michaelis unam^marcam ai^nti tantiim. Ipse 
vero Amaldus dedit Deo et Sanctse Milbui^se in decessu suo dimi- 
diam partem totius catalli sui quod habebit in Patintun die mortis 
suse. Quod si uxor sua, Emma scilicet, eum supervixerit, eandem 
convencionem tenebit supra dictam terram in vit& su&, dando etiam 
totum catcUum omnium rerum suarum quas habebit in Patintuna 
Sanctae Milburgse die obitus sui. Post eorum decessum revertetur 
prefata terra ad monachos de Wenloch libere et quiete, omni ca- 
lumpnift ct causd redamationis remotft. Hoc etiam ipse Amaldus 
juravit super quatuor Evangelia quando fecit hominium Sanctse 
Milburgse et Monachis, et suscepit predictam terram de manibus 

1 Domsadmf, fo. 256, b, 1. 
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eonim^ qaod neque per consilium suum nee etiam per voluntatem 
snam impedietur aut occupabitur supradicta terra quominus post 
mortem suam liber^ et quiets redeat ad monaclios de Weneloch. 
Testes autem sunt Herbertus de Parches, Henricus Mains Vici- 
nns, Hoddo prepositns de Stanton, Huchtredus presbiter, Huctedas 
{sic) prepositns, Edwinus propositus, Emaldus filius WQlielmi, Bo- 
gerius Despencer, et Tomas firater ejus. Simon de Sart^n et Anno 
filius Gauiridi, Bogerius Welcume et plures alii."* 

The land thus leased we should expect to become Copyhold, but 
the Taxation of 1291 makes no mention of the Prior haying any 
such copyhold estate at Patton ; nor does the Roll of 16 Edw. II 
contain any fine referable to copyhold lands here. 

That part of Patton which I suppose to have been the subject 
of the above Lease, was afterwards granted in fee to a Tenant of 
the Prior : it was half a hide, a moiety therefore of the Domesday 
Manor. It paid a chief-rent of 18*. 4rf. to the Pri(» of Wenlock, 
but, like other Lacy estates, it was charged with a service of Castle- 
guard at Montgomery. This Incumbrance certainly originated at a 
period anterior to that at which Wenlock gained the said moiety, 
and whereas neither the Prior nor the above Lessee was charged with 
the said service, we conclude that the responsibility rested with him 
who had granted the Land to the Priory. This points to Herbert 
de Furchis as the Orantor, for his descendants were chargeable with 
the service in question. 

The first apparent mention of any Tenant in Fee of the Prior is 
in the oft-quoted Corve Deed, about 1180, where Hugh de Patinton 
and John, his son, are witnesses. Hugh was, I suppose, succeeded 
by his son John. The latter appears to have been slain in the year 
1313, by his neighbour, Roger de Presthope ; at all events the said 
Roger was accused of the Deed by Juliana, the Widow, and Her- 
bert, the Brother of the deceased.' 

The next of this family of whom I find mention, was Stephen de 
Patinton. About 1225 he attests a confirmation by Humbert, Prior 
of Wenlock, quoted under Badger.* 

In August, 1226, he appears amongst Knights and chief men of 



- This Charter is in possession of Mr. 
Qeorge Morris, of Shrewsbury. Its date 
must bo earlj in the time of Prior Hum- 
bold, fin* four of the witnesses attest a 
Charter of his Fredeoessor Bainald, which 



I have quoted under FoBenhall (supra, 
VoL III, p. 286). 

3 PaUnt, 15 Jolm, p. 109. 

* Supra, Vol. II, p. 71. 
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the county, on a Jury concerning the Forest rights of the Barons 
of Cans. 

In Trinity Term, 1230, he appeared at Westminster as Attorney 
for the Prior of Wenlock, in a suit with Walter de Clifford. 

Christiana, wife of Sir Stephen de Patinton, was an heiress : her 
lands lay at Smethcote and Pyklescote. As she had two husbands 
previous to her marriage with Stephen, we are not surprised to find 
his successors without any apparent interest in her estate. 

There is a Deed of Stephen de Patinton's which I give in brief, 
merely remarking that the locality concerned seems to be that which 
is now known as Cauley Coppice, and which, under the name of 
Calley, we noticed above in connection with Mughale and Monk 
Hopton : — 

^^ Stephanus dominus de Patinton dedi, etc. Philippo filio Thomse 
de Corve pro homagio et pro 10 solidis unam acram bosci mci de 
Kalflei ad assartandam, de libero tenemento meo juxta campum de 
Corve ad mensuram acrarum de Leiga. Habendam, etc. Reddendo 
2 denarios ad festum Beatse Marise in Martio. Hiis testibus, Jo^ 
hanne de Corve Warino de Bradelega, Godwino de Esthop, Eogerio 
de Westun et multis ahis.'^^ — ^This Deed passed, I imagine, about 
1230, a matter which will appear more fully firom what I shall have 
elsewhere to say of the Grantee and the several witnesses. 

Whether Hugh de Patinton, who succeeded Stephen, were his son 
I cannot say. He occurs on the Pipe-Roll of 1238, as being amerced 
6s, Sd. for unjust detention. In 1249 this Hugh, in conjunction with 
Alianore la Fleming (his wife apparently)^ is mentioned as party to 
a suit which concerned the estate of Walter le Fleming, at Wins- 
bury. This matter I shall again refer to, but must now relate what 
the Wenlock Jurors of 1255 said about the part of Patton now under 
notice : — 

" Hugh de Patinton holds half a hide in Patinton of the Prior 
of Wenlock, and he pays the Prior one merk yearly, and does suit 
to the Prior's Court by afforciament ; and he does ward at Mont- 
gomery in time of war for ten days, with two Serjeants and horses 
and two hauberks/' 

At the same time Hugh de Patinton was a Juror for Munslow 
Hundred. He was also Co-parcener in the Manor of Stanwardine 
in the Fields, which was a recognized member of the Honour of 
Montgomery." 

* In possesaion of Mr. George MorrU. | * Bot, Hirnd. U, 69, 75, 86. 
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The Munslow Jurors of 1255 speak of the Wenlock share of 
Patinton somewhat differently to the Wenlock Jurors^ and add in- 
formation as to the other share. It appears that the whole of Pat- 
ton was in some sort reputed to be in Munslow Hundred^ if not 
a member of the Manor of Corfton. K I understand the Record 
rightly^ Hugh de Patiton held half a hide in Patton of the Prior 
of Wenlock^ doing ward at Montgomery in proportion to one-third 
of a Enight^s Fee^ but doing it through William de Furches^ then 
Lord of Corfton. 

The other moiety of Patton (half a hide) was held by the same 
Hugh de Patiton under Walter de Hopton^ and for this he did suit 
to Munslow Hundred and paid the King 6^. per armum for StreU 
ward and Motjet, Under whom Hopton held we are not toldJ 

I find Hugh de Patiton on a local Jury of Dec. % 1258^ and in 
February, 1262, he appears as a Regarder of the Long Forest. In 
1269, ,John le Fevre of Patinton is fined half a merk for default in 
some attendance. In 1273-4, Hugh de Patiton and John his son 
joined Thomas de Brocton in resisting a trespass on a meadow of 
the latter; the aggressor, Philip de Cherlecote, was wounded in 
the fray which ensued. On this pretext Ralph de Mortimer, then 
Sheriff, imprisoned Hugh de Patiton, and distrained the goods of 
John de Patiton and of Thomas de Brocton till he had extorted a 
sum of 20«. from each of the three.^ 

I suppose that John de Patinton, who sat on a Jury at Wenlock, 
in October, 1289, was then Lord of the VUl, and was identical with 
John son of Hugh, above-mentioned. 

In May, 1296, a third Hugh de Patinton occurs on a similar 
Jury, and is a witness of several deeds of that period. 

In 83 Edw. I (1304-5), Hugh, son of Hugh de Patiton (a 
younger son, I imagine), quits, to Hamund, son of Richard Faber, 
and Alice his wife, half a virgate of land. Witnesses : John de 
Brocton, William le Masoun of Moghale, Thomas de la Merhous.* 

On Feb. 17, 1306, Thomas de Patinton was on a Jury at East- 
hope. 

The Feodary of March, 1316, places Patyton in Munslow Hun- 
dred, and returns it as in possession of Sibil de Patyton.^^ Soon 
after this, if the family of Patton did not become extinct, their 
Tenure in Fee seems to have lapsed to the Priory. 

The other moiety op Patton, of which I now return to speak, 

7 jRot. Hundred, p. 70. ' Newport Evidences (Blukeway). 

8 Sot, Hundred, U, 101. I ^^ Parliamentary Writs, lY, 398. 
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did not pass to Weiilock tUl the fonrteenth Century. Herbert de 
Furches^ the first witness of Prior Hiimbald's Lease (before 1160), 
was, I think. Lord thereof at the time. Possibly he represented 
Herbert, the Domesday Tenant of the whole Manor. 

This moiety of Patinton constituted, I think, a part of those 
three Knight^s Pees of old feoffment, which William de Furcis held 
in 1165 under Hugh de Laci. About one of these Fees there was 
a doubt whether it was assessable to any service, in fsici,, whether it 
was a Fee at all : Laci never had received any service therefirom.^^ 
• In 1240, William de Furcis held a Pee in Corfton, of Lad's 
Shropshire Barony.^* The Tenure, I think, included a moiety of 
Patinton, though the Record does not say so. In 1255, Walter de 
Hopton's tenure of a moiety of Patinton, over Hugh de Patinton, 
is clear, as already quoted; — ^that he held it under William de 
Furds, Lord of Corfton, is not quite so evident firom the Record, 
but as much is, I think, implied. The Feodary of 1284 names 
Patynton (this moiety thereof is meant) under Munslow Hun- 
dred^ and says that it was hdd of Walter de Hopton by the fourth 
part of a EnightVFee; but it was not known of whom the said 
WUliam (read Walter) held it,^^ ndther does the record mention 
the Under-Tenant (Hugh or John de Patinton). The Interest of 
William de Furches at Corfton passed to Robert Bumell, Bishop of 
Bath and Wells, and I doubt not that this moiety of Patton went 
with Corft;on as an appurtenance. Lacy's seigneury in ndther con- 
tinued with his coheirs, and Walter de Hopton's mesne interest in 
Patton vanished. In 1316 Sibil de Patinton was, as we have seen. 
Lady of the whole of Patinton, holding probably half under the 
Prior of Wenlock, and half under the Barony of Bumell. 

Next we shall see how, in 1363, the Prior. of Wenlock bought 
up the Under-Tenanf s interest, whatever it was, in this moiety of 
Patton, and so reduced the whole to his own jurisdiction. On 
April 6, 1363, King Edward III orders inquiry to be made whether 
it would injure the Crown if Master Henry de Shipton,' Hugh Yong 
Clerk, John Vicar of Wenlock, and John Come (evidently trustees) 
were to convey to the Prior of Wenlock the Manor of Patynton, a 
third of the Manor and Advowson of Broseley, and a messuage in 
Wenlock, as part of lands to the value of twenty merksjper annum, 
which the Prior had the King's license to purchase. 

The answer given by Inquest on June 22nd was as regards all 

» Liber Niger, 1, 154. | » Kirbife Quett. 

^ Teria de NevOl, pp. 46, 50. I 
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the premises that the transfer would not injure the Crown^ as re- 
gards PatintoB^ that it was held by the proposed Vendors under Sir 
Nicholas Bumel^ by a rent of a half-penny^ th^t it was worth 15^. 
per annum. 

A second Writ Boyal^ dated July 5^ orders inquiry to be made of 
the true value of the Manor of Patinton. and the third of Brosdev. 
The return^ dated August 14^ states that a corticate of land^ two 
acres of meadow^ and certain rents in Patinton^ were worthy alto- 
gether^ ISs. 2d. yearly.^* 

The Prior doubtless concluded the proposed purchase. Hence^ 
in 1379^ the Prior is said to have a capital messuage in the hamlet 
of Patiton. He had also two-thirds of a carttcate in demesne^ 
which were worth Ss. 4d. per annum, and an acre of meadow worth 
Is. His asrized rents, of free tenants there^ are stated at 40^. 
Total, £2. 4*. 4rf." 

Of this sum it is probable that a part arose from the land which 
had long been of the Prior's Seigneury. The residjie will have 
been the issues of the other moiety of Patton, which the Prior had 
purchased in 1363. In 1541-2 (after the Dissolution) the Capital 
Messuage and demesne lands of Patton were at ferm for a rent of 
£S. 2s. per annum.^^ 

I here quit a subject frdl of difficulty, and which, as regards the 
succession of De Lad, De Furchis, and De Hopton, I have been 
compelled to treat in outline. That defect will in some degree be 
remedied by what I shall hereafter have to say imder Coriton, Mid- 
dlehope, and other 'places. 



iloutj^all, ox ilutfiall 



This place now forms, together with Ashfield, a township in 
the Parish of Prior's Ditton; — the only township therein which 
is in Munslow Hundred. This was because the Prior of Wen- 
lock, though temporal Lord of Ditton, never obtained ingress into 
Kuthall or Ashfield, and so could not unite them to his Franchise. 

Buthall was however distinguished from Ashfield in ancient 



M InquUUioiu, 37 Edw. Ill (Second 
Numbers), No. 53. 



^^ MonasticoHy V, pp. 77, 78. 
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times by many circumstances^ and^ among the rest^ by being a 
Manor of itself at Domesday, %vhen it was described thus : — 

^'The same Gerard holds Rohalle (of the Earl)^ and Gerdmus 
holds it of him. Oschil held it (in Saxon times) and was a free man. 
Here is haK a hide geldable. There is (arable) land (sufficient) for 
II ox-teams. In demesne there is half a team^ and (there are) 
II Neat-herds and iii Boors with half a team. In time of King 
Edward the Manor was worth 6«. (per annum) : now it is worth 

So Gerelmus held Ruthall of Gerard de Tomai. Gerard oi the 
Norman Earl^ the Earl of the King. Consequently on the forfeiture 
of Gerard de Tornai^ and the fall of the Norman Earls^ the mesne 
tenures between Gerelmus and the Crown were effaced^ and we ex- 
pect at later periods to find the representatives of Gerelmus holding 
Ruthall in capite. 

And so it came to pass^ for the Sandfords^ who after Domesday 
became Lords of Sandford (another Tomai Escheat)^ held both that 
and ButhaU immediately of the Crown. Their service was at 
first that of half a Elnight^s fee^ but afterwards by Serjeantry. 
Whether the Sandfords^ besides being successors to Gerelmus at 
Ruthall^ were also his descendants^ I cannot venture to declare; nor 
shall I now say much of their succession^ except as occasionally 
connected with Ruthall; for they enfeoffed an Under-Tenant here, 
whose family^ taking name from the place^ will now form our proper 
subject. 

The vill of Rohale has already been mentioned in conjunction 
with Ashfield^ under date of 1167.^ 

At the County Assizes of October^ 1203^ we learn that Ralph de 
Sanford had unjustly disseized Basilia de Rohal of her free tene- 
ment in Rohal. Reseizin was ordered for Basilia^ and Sanford ad- 
judged to pay a merk damages^ and a merk fine to the Crown. 
His sureties were Richard de Lake and Ralph Hose^ of whom we 
shaU hear again.^ 

At the same Assizes Philip de Rohal^ alleging that his brother 
John de Rohal had died seized of some part of a hide in Rothal^ 
sued Ralph de Sanford as holding the same. Certain free men came 
into Court and showed that they held part of the premises, where- 
upon Philip explained that he did not sue for the premises except 
as they were held by Sanford ; that is, what Sanford was holding 

* Dotnesday^ fo. 259, a, 1. I ' As$ize9, 5 John, mcmb. 4. 

= Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 346-7. ' 
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in service (as Seigneur over tenants) that be, Philip^ claimed so to 
bold^ and wliat Sanford held in demesne he claimed to hold in 
demesne. Hereupon Sanford particularized the tenure of William 
de Bohal^ of whose service he said that John de Bohal had not 
died seized, for this very William (Philip I suppose is meant) had 
sometime brought a suit of mart d'ancestre (against Sanford, I 
presume) for the service of the said William and had taken nothing, 
nay, had been put in misericordid for the attempt. Moreover, said 
Sanford^ John de Bohale never held any of the premises as his in- 
heritance. The Jury however decided that the said John had died 
seLsed of the whole. Beseizin was ordered for Philip, and Sanford 
adjudged to be m misericordid. His Surety was Ralph Walsh (Wa* 
lensis).^ 

Again at these Assizes Alice, widow of Bichard fitz Robert, sued 
William de Rohal (the tenant above mentioned) for her dower, viz. 
a third part of a virgate in Rohal, and, William not answering, she 
recovered it.* 

In 1207 Philip de Bohall was amerced half a merk (or some un- 
specified offence.* 

If I mistake not, some of these Litigants appear again at the 
Assizes of November, 1221, when William de Rohal, under £he 
name of William fitz Robert, is sued as Tenant of two acres in 
Sohal, which Philip de Rohal claims as heir of John his deceased 
Brother. This Suit was accorded, Philip conceding the point for 
2s J In another case, not concerning Ruthall, but already recited 
under Middleton Priors,® I have only to notice how Alice, called 
-widow of Richard de Rothal, in 1221, was identical with Alice, called 
widow of Richard fitz Robert, in 1203, and how in the interval she 
had remarried to Roger fitz Tropinel. 

At this period (1221) Ralph de Sanford was Tenant in capite of 
Buthall, Philip de Rohall was his Feoffee, and had several Under 
Tenants there. Nothing in the above litigation can be taken to 
have disturbed this feudal ratio. 

On March 12, 1227, we have John de Rothale (son and heir I sup- 
pose of Philip) attending the Prior of Wenlock's Court at Burton.* 

I have already noticed the Inquest which in 1249 sat on the 
death of Richard de Sandford, son and successor of Ralph above 



* AitizeSf 5 John, memb. 4 dorso. For 
Ralph Walsh, see Vol. II, p. 123. 

* Ibidem, memb. 6. 

* SoL Pip. 9 John, Salop, 



7 Placita apud Salop^ 6 Hen. Ill, m. 
6 dorto, 
« Supra, Vol. IH, p. 340. 
* Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 341, note. 
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mentioned.^® It reported that the Tenure in capite of the deceased 
had been by service of half a knight's fee, and that it was in Sand- 
ford and Rothale jointly : his Tenant in the latter was not named. 

In 1255 John de Rodhale was himself among the Jurors of 
Munslow Hundred, who reported that he held Rodhale for half a 
hide (the Domesday estimate), and that he paid 6rf. per annum for 
stretward and motfee ; — which was the sum proportioned to half a 
hide in Munslow Hundred.^^ T^e Jurors did not state who was 
John de RuthalFs Seigneur here. — It was Ralph de Sandford, a 
Minor at the time. 

John de Rothal again served as Munslow Juror at the Assizes of 
1256 and 1272. 

The following deed passed between 1255 and 1295 : — 

John, Lord of Rothale, grants to Roger Slenketel, of Rothale, 
for 40«. paid, a messuage and forty acres of land in Rothale. — 
Rent 12rf. Witnesses : Thomas Lord of Cote, Roger le Gerous (de 
Girros, probably) of Staunton, Adam le Kynge, of Hasfield (Ash- 
field), Reginald dc la Mers of Rothale, Herbert le Woodward of 
Rothale.i2 

The Lord of Ruthall (under Sandford) seems to have had the 
name " John " for at least two generations. Besides numerous un- 
dated attestations of the first or second John, whom I cannot always 
distinguish, we have John de Rothal sitting on a great Forest In- 
quest at Sheriff-Hales in June, 1259. In 1267 we have John de 
Rocchale and his twelve fellow Jurors amerced one merk for fabe 
presentment}^ In November, 1274, John de Rothale was foreman 
of the Jurors who held the Inquest of Munslow Hundred.^* 

In 1284 we are told concisely, and I think most accurately, that 
John de Rohale held the Fill of Rohale of Ralph de Sanford, and 
Ralph held it in capite of the King by service of a sixth part of one 
knight^s fec.^* 

A Record of about three years later is not irreconcilable, which 
states that Ralph Sondford holds Rowthall in Munslow Hundred, 
and Sondford in Bradford Hundred, in capite sine medio ; and that 
his service was to find one horseman at Montgomery for forty days, 
in time of war, at his own cost.^* 



»o Supra, Vol II, p. 127. 

» Sot. Hundred, II, 71. 

w Deed^ in Hart. MS. 2063,- in pos- 
session of "Philip Yonge, of Caynton, 
Aug. 4, 1656." 



i» Rot. Pip. 51 Hen. Ill, Salop, 
" Rot Hundred, H, 100. 
1* Kirhy'a Quest, 

'^ Tenure Roll, in my possession. — Tlie 
collective tenure in Sandford and Rutliall 
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The Inquisition on the death of Ralph de Sandford, who died in 
1307, says nothing of Seigneury at Ruthall, but the service on his 
Serjeantry was still the same, Sandford only being stated to be 
held thereby. 

The Feodary of March, 1316, would seem to make one William 
Bastard Lord of Rothale in Munslow Hundred.*^ Of him I can 
say nothing further. 



CaStU^ftolfiate, formerly fetatttott^ 



Domesday describes three Manors in Patintune Hundred by the 
same name, — Stantune. One of these we have already identified 
with Long-Staunton. The other two soon lost altogether the name 
of Stantune,^ and united to form a great Manor called Holgate, 
after its first Norman Possessor. 

Domesday speaks thus of the two Stantuncs under notice : — 

''The same Hclgot holds Stantune (of the Earl). Chetel held 
it (in Saxon times), and was a free man. Here are ii hides geld- 
able. There is arable land for iii ox-teams. Here is i Radman 
with half a team and i Serf and i Boor. The former value was 8«., 
the present is 3«. (per annum)." 

" The same Helgot holds Stantune. Grenust and iEluuard, Dun- 
ning and Elveva (held it in Saxon times) for four Manors, and 
were free, together with their lands. Here are iii hides geldable. 
There is arable land for vi ox-teams. Here Helgot has a Castle 
and II ox-teams in demesne, and (he has) iv Serfs and iii Villains 
and III Boors and i Frenchman, with three and a half teams. Here 
is a Church and a Priest. In time of King Edward (the Manor) 
was worth 18*. (per annum) ; now it is worth 25*. : (Hclgot) found 
it waste.^^^ 



ia more usually stated as by service of 
half a knight's fee (probably one-third on 
Sandford and one-sixth on Rutliall). It 
was necessary that Sorjeantrics, when 
liable Uitcutage (as Sandford's was), should 
stand at somedelinite/eofia/ figure on the 



basis, whereon to assess any scutate, would 
have been wanting. De Sandford always 
paid acutage on half a foe. 

»7 Parliamentary Writs, IV, 898. 

* A farm hero is however still known 
as Stanton-IIoldgate iiirm. 



Books of the Exchequer: otherwise tlie ' • Domesday y fo. 258, b, 1. 
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The name of Helgo was known in Normandy lot^ before the 
Conquest^ — ^known in that very region of the Oximin which sent 
its Vicomte, Roger de Montgomery, to share in the spoila of Duke 
William's invasion.' 

Helgot, perhaps a Scion of the house whose fortunes are told at 
length by Ordericus^ was doubtless a Norman^ and^ as a Follower 
of Roger de Montgomery^ held nineteen Shropshire Manors under 
that Earl at the time of Domesday, Fixing his residence at Stan- 
ton^ he there founded that feudal Castle which once irowned sub- 
jection on the upper Valley of the Corve. The spot seems to have 
been selected without reference to any other consideration than the 
will of the Founder. It presented no feature of natural strength. 
It was far fix)m the Welsh Border, where every Fortress built by 
the Normans was part of a system oii^anized by the first Earl of 
Shrewsbury, and afterwards recognized and maintained by the 
Crown. But Helgot's Castle, however it may have disturbed the 
rich repose of Corve Dale, figures little on the page of Hktory. 
The line of its Chieftains, though their sway may have been in 
rude contrast with the mild rule of the neighbouring Priory of St. 
Milburg, is hardly to be traced during the two Centuries which 
followed the Conquest. After that period had expired, not an acre 
of HclgOt^s Domesday Fief remained with his elder representatives. 

BABOmr OF CASTLE HOL0ATE. 

Helgot, the Founder of this house, was probably advanced in 
life at the time of Domesday. I have sometimes thought that 
Herbert, who is mentioned in that Record as the Under-tenant of 
Roger de Laci and of Helgot, was the eldest Son of the latter.^ I 
have reason to change this opinion. That Helgot's eldest son was 
named Herbert, and that the said Herbert was of full age in 1086, 
has already appeared under Quatford. Helgot in that instance was 
sumamed '^ De Stanton,'^ a fact so consonant with Domesday as to 
need no explanation. All that I shall further say of Helgo( is that 
his grant of Monk-moor to Shrewsbury Abbey must have passed 
after Domesday, but probably in the same century, and perhaps as 
a closing act in the Grantor^s life. 

I have, under Quat, stated my belief that Helgot left three Sons, 
each of them favoured by King Henry I. 

3 Orderictu, p. 463. I Herbert, the Under-tenant of 2>ome9day, 

* Supra, Vol. I, p. 111. I think that I was Ancestor of De Furchis. 



THE BARONY. 



53 



Herbert fitz Heloot was the eldest^ aod of him, under that or 
some other name, I proceed to speak. He was one of the five 
Barons (for I can call them no less) who, between the years 1108 
and 1113, were Assessors to King Henry I, and his Viceroy when 
the latter settled judicially the right of Shrewsbury Abbey to a 
Morville Prebend.* 

On October 17, 1109, a great Council of the realm was held at 
Nottingham. Its chief business was in regard to the recently 
created See of Ely, to which Hervey, late Bishop of Bangor, had 
been appointed. 

The King's Charter to Hervey, which must necessarily have 
passed shortly before the said Council, is preserved. The King 
was then a Guest of Herbert fitz Helgot, at whose Castle the do- 
cument is dated.^ 

I have often spoken of the Oreat Court held by King Henry's 
Viceroy at Castle Helgot about a.d. 1115. It is very singular that 
among the influential laymen who were present Herbert fitz Helgc^t, 
though certainly living, does not demonstrably appear. But the 
third lay- witness of the Viceroy's Charter is written as " Herbert 
de Clive'^ (or ''de Cline").^ He, I think, was identical with Her- 
bert fitz Helgot, but to account satis&ctorily for his being described 
as '' De Clive" I am unable. 

Henry I's great Charter to Shrewsbury Abbey can be shown to 
have passed at Westminster about the end of May, 1121. It is at- 
tested by constant attendants at Court as well as by persons of local 
notoriety, amongst others by Herbert fitz Helgot. The latter had 
previously been a benefactor to the Abbey. He had given thereto 
his Manor of Norton (in Hales), and, what is more to our present 
purpose, he had given ^^ the Church of Stanton with all the tithes 
of himself and of his Knights, and with all things which pertained 
to the same Church.^'® 

It was apparently after the year 1121 that Murieldis, wife of 
Herbert fitz Helgot, added a carucate of land in Stanton to her 
husband's previous gifts to Shrewsbury Abbey. Certainly it was 
between the years 1121 and 1126 that Herbert and his whole family 
united in a formal act of confirmation to that House, which I must 
give as it is related in the Chartulary, — '' Herbert, son of Helgot, 



» VoL I, p. 32. 

^ Apud Cagtrum HelgoH t» Scalope' 
teyra, Monasticon, I, 482, Num. xvii. 
7 PaL 22 Edw. Ill, p. 3, memb. 34. 



^ Salop Ohartulaiy, No. 85. By tho 
" Church of Stanton" ia meant the Church 
of Holgate, not that of Long Stanton. 
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being unwilling that after his death any claim should be made to 
those things which his Father or himself had given to this Churchy 
although he had confirmed those things in the Eang^s Charter (that 
of Henry I), yet wished that his Sons should confirm the same by 
their own proper concession. He sent them therefore with their 
pious Mother to this Church (the Abbey), viz. Eutropius, who was 
destined to be his Father's Heir, with his other Brothers, Nicholas 
and Herbert, who, their declarations being taken in the Chapter- 
House' and the grants of their Father and Grandfather being al- 
lowed (by them), holding in their own hands the holy Gospels, 
offered on the Altar of St. Peter the things previously conceded, 
before many witnesses. — These were the Church of the Castle, which 
(Castle) is called Stanton, with certain land which their Mother, on 
her part, had given in the same vill ;" also Norton juxta Lime, and 
lastly. Moor, as given by Helgot their Grandfather.^® 

Another Charter of Shrewsbury Abbey states the grant of Her- 
bert's wife to have been land of 48. annual value j^^ and a third 
Charter mentions the Lady's name, Murieldis, and also says that 
Herbert gave a hide of land at Stanton to the Abbey,^^ but whether 
this hide was given as an appurtenance of the Churchy or indepen- 
dently, does not appear. 

To this same period (1121-1127) we may attribute that existing 
Charter of Herbert to Herlewyn de Butailles, which I have already 
set forth. — The Grantor styles himself " Herebert fitz Holegod, 
Lord of the Castle,'' and it will now be seen that " De Castello" 
was afterwards adopted as the name of the family. 

EuTROPrus FITZ Herbert, if he lived to succeed his Father, of 
which I have no evidence, seems at all events to have died without 
issue. His Brethren, Nicholas and Herbert, must I think be named 
above in an order contrary to that of their respective ages. I pro- 
ceed to speak of — 

Herbert oe Castello as the third Baron of this line. Before 
1138, as I have already indicated, this Herbert had endowed the 
Church of Billingsley.^^ I have also shown how, in 1138 or 1139, 
he is followed by Nicholas, Ips Brother, in attesting Philip de Bel- 
meis' grant to Buildwas Abbey ; how also he attests, a few years 
later, another Charter of the same Philip, who was in fact his Tenant 
at Meadowley.^* Whatever the political line taken by Herbert de 



^ AccepUa arationilms in capitulo. 

w Salop Chartulary, No. 1. 

" Moiuuticon, III, 519, Num. ii. 



^ Monaaticon^ III. 523, Num. xt. 

^ Vol. I, p. 66. 

" Vol. II, pp. 203, 206. 
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Castello during the usurpation of Stephen^ I do not find that it 
injured him in estate or eventually affected his credit with King 
Henry II. In 1156, the second year of Henry's reign, half of a 
debt of ten merks due to the Crown was made payable, by special 
bounty of the King, to Nicholas de Castello,^* — Brother, I presume, 
of the Lord of Holgate. 

In 1165 Herbert de Castello, like other Tenants in capite, having 
received the King's order to return a list of his Knights' -Fees, both 
old and new, does so, addressing the King as '^his most dear Lord," 
and bidding him '^ health and faithful service." His return was of 
five Knights'-Fees, of old feoffment, and each of those Knights had 
done homage and allegiance to the King.^^ 

At the same time Hugh de Laci as a Tenant in capite reported 
that Herebert de Castellis held under him two knights'-fees of n,ew 
feoffment?^ These had been acquired certainly since the death of 
Henry I, probably therefore during the reign of Stephen, and while 
Laci's Barony was an Escheat. I have before noticed how at the 
same period Herbert de Castello was associated with other Tenants 
of Laci's Fief.^® Such are the pJuenomena which, in default of 
further evidence, hardly suffice to indicate a fact, and if they only 
suggest an idea, enough has been said about them for the present. 

At Michaelmas 1171 Herbert de Castello had been associated 
with Engelard de Stratton as Visor of repairs at Shrawardine Castle ; 
in 1173 these Colleagues had discharged a similar duty at Shrews- 
bury Castle ; and in 1 174 a further memorandum of the latter service 
is entered on the Pipe Roll.^' 

In 1176 and 1177 he appears on another list, that namely of men 
whose fidelity to the Crown had not endured through a period of 
disturbance, but whose punishment purported to be for the overt 
act of forest-trespass. Herbert was fined by the King himself five 
merks in Herefordshire in 1176, and forty merks in Shropshire in 
1177.1* 

Herbert de Castello died about the end of the year 1189, for the 
earhest fine during the fiscal year, which ended Michaelmas 1190, 
was that of his widow for her marriage.^' It was twenty merks, 
and probably exempted her from any second marriage to which she 



« Sot. Pip. 2 Hen. II, Salop, p. 43. 

^ Liber ITiger, 1, 146, 147. 

^ Ibidem, p. 154. These Fees, being 
of new feoffmefU, indicate that the Her- 
bert who held under Laci at Domesday 



was not the Ancestor of Herbert de Caa- 
tello : had they so descended, thej would 
have been of old feoffment. 

w Vol. II, p. 206. 

^' Rot. Pip. de eisdem annis. 
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might have been constrained by the Crown both as Widow of a 
Tenant in capite, and as^ in her own rights heiress of the Barony of 
Pulverbatch. Before Michaelmas^ 1193^ she herself was deceased 
without issne^ so that two Shropshire Baronies passed about the 
same period to collateral heirs. Of Emma de Pulverbatch and her 
succession I have spoken before^ and it is no part of our present 
subject. 

The Heir to Herbert de Castello's Barony had to be sought 
amongst his kindred. The matter was unsettled^ or a settlement 
thereof was still questioned ten years after his decease. The dis- 
pute lay between that family of De Girros, of which I have so often 
spoken^ and the descendants of one Richard de la Mare. Both De 
Oirros and De la Mare^ as connections of the House of Helgot^ had 
held large Feoffments in the Barony during the reign of Henry 11^ 
and before the Barony itself became vacant. It is remarkable that 
no knights' -service was reserved on either of their Tenures. De 
Girros^ Fee was much the larger of the two ; nevertheless all evi- 
dence favours the assumption that the posterity of Bichard de la 
Mare were the nearest heirs to the Barony : of him and them I 
therefore proceed to speak. — 

Richard de la Mare^ who possibly married a Sister of Herbert 
de Castello^ held Uffington under the said Herbert either in the 
reign of Stephen or early in that pf Henry II. Before 1172 he 
made several grants in Uffington and Pimley to Haughmond Abbey, 
and in one or all of these he was joined by his son and presumptive 
heir, Robert. 

Robert de la Mare had succeeded his Father at Uffington 
before the year 1172, at least his attestation of a deed, which I 
shall hereafter quote under Eaton Mascott, implies as much. I 
have given a Charter imder Beobridge of date about 1186 in which 
Robert de la Mare and Robert de Girros attest the act of Herbert 
de Castello. Their names, occurring in this order and under sucl 
circumstances, are illustrative, if not significant, of the genealogical 
fact which we are endeavouring to establish. Robert de la Mare 
is mentioned in other Charters of this period. He confirmed to 
Haughmond Abbey his Father's grants in Uffington and Pimley, 
of which I shall say more hereafter. I should now notice a Charter 
whereby he gave to that Abbey, with the body of AHza his wife, 
the Mill of Bretham. The witnesses of this Deed were Walter 
Abbot of Lilleshall, Herbert de Castello and Robert de Girros,^^ — 

^ Haughmond Chartulaiy : TU. Bretham Mill. 
IV. 8 
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names whicb prove it to have passed between 1174 and 1190. 
Bretham I take to have been in Hampshire/^ and the Mill proba- 
bly came to Robert de la Mare with his wife Aliza^ but who she 
was I cannot say^ nor is this the place to investigate so incidental 
a question. 

At the time of Herbert de Castello's deaths Robert de la Mare 
had left or was leaving England^ for I cannot but conclude that the 
Crusade in which he joined was that undertaken in 1188. Whether 
Robert de la Mare accompanied the English contingent in that 
year, or went under the banner of CoBur de Lion in 1190, we do 
not know. More surely he was one of those who left Palestine in 
the Autumn of 1192, when Richard I abandoned the enterprise. 
The story of the King's homeward journey is well known. Robert 
de la Mare would seem to me to have taken the ordinary route, 
that is, to have sailed with the fleet which escorted the Queen safely 
to Sicily. He seems ftirther to have landed in Italy, meditating, 
doubtless, an overland passage to England. Arriving at Benevento, 
he was there seized with mortal sickness, and his last act was to 
grant his whole vill of Uffington to the Abbey of Haughmond. 
This he did by giving investiture thereof, in trust, to Sir Alan de la 
Mare, his Cousin and companion, and by sealing a deed, in which 
the above particulars of his illness are recited, and which was at- 
tested by the Preceptor and one of the Brethren of a House of 
Knights Hospitallers at Benevento.^^ It may be presumed that 
the intelligence of Robert de la Mare's death reached England 
early in 1193. That may well be the date of a Roll of Fines, in 
which ^' Agneta de la Mare'' is said to " fine at the discretion of 
the Lor^ Chancellor,^ for her reHef of the land which had belonged 
to her Father, Robert de la Mare, of whom she was the nearest 
heir."3* 



2* WaUam de Warblinton, who was 
Lord of Shirfield, near Odiham, in Hamp- 
shire, afterwards gaye to Haughmond Ab- 
bey a rent of lOt. in Shirfield, in exchange 
for Bretham Mill. The exchange is at- 
tested by Thomas Mauduit, Bobert Man- 
duit, and Walter de la Mare (Chartulary 
Tit Shirefelde). It took place in the first 
half of the thirteenth Century. Some 
very ancient but long-enduring connec- 
tion between the families of Mauduit, De 
la Mare, and Warblinton, is shown in 
other Counties and other instances, but 



the recital would be too fragmentary. 

a Chartukry, fo. 217. I shall give 
this deed in extenso under Uffington. Ita 
surpassing interest will excuse the repeti- 
tion. 

38 " Finivit in misericordia domini Can- 
oeDarii," — an expression minutely consist- 
ent with the cotemporary absenoo of King 
Richard. The Chancellor in question was 
William Longchamp, Bishop of Ely. 

« Pl<u!Ua RoU. No. 12, m. 1 dorao,— 
This Boll is one of miscellaneous contents, 
but rolatee apparently to transactions du- 
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AoNEs D£ LA Mabb, 8ole daughter and heir of Robert de la Mare^ 
was at this time (1193) a Widow^ but the Mother of at least three 
infant children^ sons of her late husband^ Robert Mauduit. Most 
of the above particulars are furnished by the Deed in which^ 
while still a Widow, she confirmed her late Father^s bequest of 
UfSngton to Haughmond Abbey. Richard I confirmed the gift 
of Robert de la Mare and Agnes his daughter to Haughmond^ on 
April 25, 1194, the King being then at Portsmouth.^^ 

Before Michaelmas, 1194, Agnes de la Mare had remarried to 
Ralph de Ardeme, a Justiciar of that period, and sometime Sheriff 
of Herefordshire. It seems to be quite clear that in her right he 
had seizin of the Barony of Holgate, though he had not the ward- 
diip of the two sons of Robert Mauduit, nor custody of the lands 
of which the latter had died seized in his own right. 

When, in 1194, the Scutage for King Richard's Redemption was 
levied in Shropshire at the rate of 20s, on each Knight's Fee, Ralph 
de Arden was assessed at 100^., " scutage of the fees of Herbert de 
Castello,'' which, as we have seen, were five in number. Ralph de 
Arden had however quittance of the whole chaise by special order 
of the King, "because he was then with the King in the army of 
Normandy.^' ^* 

Agnes, the wife of Ralph de Ardem, was of a different mind to 
Agnes, the Widow of Robert Mauduit, in regard to her father's 
grant to Haughmond. However, by a fine, levied Feb. 14, 1195, 
she and her second husband qmtted all claim to Ufi^gton, receiving 
forty merks from the Abbot.^^ 

In 1195 and 1197 Ralph de Ardene was again assessed by the 
Sheriff of Shropshire,, to the second and third scutages of King 
Richard, and at 1009. in each instance.^ 

In 1199 I apprehend that Agnes de la Mare was deceased, for 
Hugh de Bosco, who was already Guardian of her son Thomas 
Mauduit, accounted in that year for the scutage assessed on the 
Barony of Holgate.^ 

It is now necessary to turn back and say something of the first 
husband of Agnes de la Mare. — 

RoBEET Mauduit, of Warminster, was doubtless a Cadet of that 
fortunate House, whose elder Representative for many generations 



ring Bichard Fs absence firom England. 
It is labelled as an "Essoign BoU of the 
time of King John,*' — a mistake both as 
to its date and nature. 



^ Harleian MSS. 2188, fo. 123. 
» Rot. Pip, 6 Ric. I, Salop, 
27 Cliartulary : TU. Uffinton. 
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inherited the Chamberlainship of the King's Exchequer^ and which 
is technically known to Genealogists as the House of Mauduit of 
Hanslape. 

The elder House of Mauduit had many offihoots^ and two at 
least of these minor branches attained at one time or other to some 
distinction. Warned by the errors, and much perplexed by the 
omissions of former Writers, I will venture to say but little of 
Robert Mauduit of Warminster; and something of that little must 
be of a negative character. He was not then one of the four sons 
of William Mauduit, the Chamberlain, who died about the year 
1170, and yet the eldest of those sons had the name of Robert, and 
having been Chamberlain to King Henry II, died before 1181, 
leaving no issue. His Successor was apparently his next Brother, 
William. , 

In speaking therefore of Robert Mauduit, husband of Agnes de 
la Mare, I shall be careful to mention only that which must apply 
to him in clear distinction from his namesake and probable rela- 
tion, — Robert Mauduit, the Chamberlain. It was, I suppose, the 
husband of Agnes de la Mare who, as we are told, was Sheriff of 
Wiltshire for the year ending Michaelmas, 1180, and thenceforward 
till Michaelmas, 1185, as also for the half-year ending Easter, 
1187.^ About this time Robert Mauduit was Fermor of the Wilt- 
shire Manors of Bretford and Cumbe, and an arrear (£10. 6^. 7d.) 
on that aocoimt is charged against him at Michaelmas, 1189. At 
the latter period he was seized, by grant of the Bang, of the great 
Wiltshire Manor of Warminster, whose value to the Royal Exche- 
quer was estimated at £40. blanch,^ It appears by the Pipe Roll 
of the following year (1190) that this acquisition cost him a fine of 
£200. Of t\ii^ fine he had paid £3. 2s. 4d. at the Exchequer, and, 
apparently, £33. 6*. 8rf. to the Chancellor (Longchamp).*^ 

At Michaelmas, 1191, his debts are charged against him without 
allowing the above sum of £33. 6s, 8d,, or any farther instalment. 



^ This ifl the Bubstance of Sir William 
Dugdale's account of his Shrievalty (Ba- 
ronage I, 399, b). Fuller^s list of Wilt- 
shire Sheriffs would make Robert Malduit 
to hare been Sheriff or Deputy from the 
year ending Michaelmas, 1181, to that 
ending Michaehuas, 1187. The combined 
accounts probably indicate the proximate 
truth as far as we need it here, and I have 
not thought it worth while to consult the 



original Pipe-Bolls on the point. I may 
however mention that neither Fuller nor 
Dugdale accurately understood the ohro- 
nological system of the Pipe-BoUs. An- 
tiquaries of the nineteenth century (e. ff, 
Mr. Stapleton and Mr. Hunter) have eli- 
minated the true theory. 

» Bot Pip, 1 Bic. I, pp. 171, 178, 
Wilts. 

«» Sot. Pip. 2 Bic. I, Wilts. 
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and the Pipe-RolP^ states summarily that he was dead. Thus it ap- 
pears that Herbert de Castello^ Emma his wife, Robert de la Mare> 
and Robert Mauduit, all died within a space of five years, and this 
circumstance naturally leads to some confusion in the Records of 
the period. Nevertheless the main facts are quite apparent. — 

Thomas Mauduit, the eldest son of Robert, was probably under 
ten years of age at his Father's death. In 1194 he was impleaded 
by William Revell, who claimed the Advowson of Warminster in 
right of his wife.^ 

After King Richard^s return from captivity, and before Michael- 
mas, 1195, Hugh de Bobco fined two hundred merks with the King 
for custody of the land, and marriage of the heirs, of Robert Mau- 
duit, till they should be of age. His Sureties (twelve in number) 
were headed by Greoffi*ey fitz Piers and Earl Roger Bigot. He had 
paid fifty merks already to the Sheriff of Shropshire, and was to 
pay the balance to the Sheriff of Hampshire.^ 

About September, 1199, Hugh de Bosco compoimds with the 
King (John) for the debts of himself and Robert Mauduit (deceased) . 
He will pay five himdred merks at fixed periods in lieu of five hun- 
dred and thirty-eight merks stated to be due.^ 

The first scutage of King John was assessed in 1199 at two merks 
on each knight's fee. Only ten merks were charged in Shropshire 
on Hugh de Bosco and John de Kilpec, viz. on five fees of Herbert 
de Castello. This was inaccurate. — The fees intended to be assessed 



» Sot, Curia BegUy I, 68. This suit 
still pending in 1199, -when Hugh de 
Bosco (Thomas Mauduit's Guardian) was 
the Defimdant. (See Rot, Cwtub Regit 11, 
54.) 

s Mot, Pip. 7 Bio. 1, Salop, 

^ Oblata, pp. 27, 28. Hugh de Bosoo 
was at this time Sheriff of Hampshire, 
and had many other ferms imder the 
Crown, BO that it is difficult" to say how 
this debt of ^y^ hundred and thirty-eight 
merks arose. Robert Maudnit's debt, when 
properly balanced, was £173. 17#. 7(2., or 
about two hundred and sixty-one merks : 
but to show how yery unsystematicaUy 
these accounts were kept, I should state 
that on the GhanoeUor's BoU of 1201, 
Hugh de BoBco is not only charged with 
his fine of fiye hundred merks, but with 
two debts of Bobort Mauduit, — both er- 



roneously computed, and amounting to 
more than £200. Again, two Writs- Cloae 
of Feb. 21 and 23, 1207, compute Bobert 
Mauduit*s original fine for Warminster at 
£200., of which he is said to hare paid 
£33. 6«. 8d. only in his lifetime, whereas 
he had paid that sum (fifty merks) to 
Longchamp, and £3. 2«. ^, besides. The 
Writ9 proceed to chai^ the supposed 
balance thus, — yiz. £66. 13«. ^.. against 
Thomas Mauduit, the Heir, and £100. 
against Hugh de Bosco, who had had cus- 
tody of the said Heir. The Sheriff of Kent 
was further enjoined to compel payment 
by seizure of Hugh de Bobco*s lands 
(Glaus. 1, 78). It would seem then that 
Hugh de Bosco's fine of 1199 was nuga- 
tory, and that the whole account had been 
re-opened. 
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were those of Caatle Holgiate and Fulverbatch collectively^ and were 
at least six in number, whereof five were Holgate fees. Neverthe* 
less Hugh de Bosco profited by the confusion, paid only six merks 
where he ought to have paid ten, and left two merks chained against 
himself and Kilpec jointly. Kilpec paid two merks,'^ 

In October, 1199, Thomas Mauduit is set down as suing Robert 
de Giros for land in La Clie (Clee St. Margaret). Also Robert de 
Oiros easoigns himself in a '' plea of appeal,^' where Thomas Mau- 
duit and Hugh de Bosco appear, intelligibly enough, as joint prose- 
cutors.^ Both causes were adjourned to November, and then Hugo 
de Bosco and Robert de Girros are mentioned as parties to two suits, 
viz. of novel dmeizin and of if^^ury infiicted (injurise iUatee), which, 
at request of the said parties, were adjourned to Easter Term, 1200.^ 
I hear nothing more of either of these suits, but in April, 1200, an 
old Charter of Herbert de Castello and his wife Emma was exhi- 
bited as evidence in another suit by the Master of the Knights 
Templars, but the cause could not progress because the ''lands of 
said Herbert and Emma were in the King's hand, and there waa 
contention between the heirs, and so the Master knew not whom 
he could call to warranty of the said Charter.''^ 

At Michaelmas, 1201, Hugh de Bosco is entered on the Wiltshire 
Pipe-Roll as holding '' Warminster and its Hundred with the heir 
of Robert Mauduit,^' that is, as part of the said heir's inheritance. 
At the same time Hugh de Bosco has quittance, under Writ Royal, 
for the second scutage of King John assessed on the Tenants in 
capite of Shropshire.^^ He was similarly acquitted of King John's 
third scutage, levied in 1202 ; but on the list of the fourth scutage, 
in 1203, his name only appears, without any charge annexed or any 
note of payment or acquittance. 

About this time Thomas Mauduit came of age, for on the fifth, 
sixth, and seventh scutages of John, levied respectively in 1204, 
1205, and 1206^ he stands acquitted by name in regard of his Shrop- 
shire Fief. 

About August, 1207, Thomas Mauduit was one of the chief men 
in Hampshire who stood Sureties for Roger fitz Adam, late SheriflT 



» Bot JPip. I John, Salop. Tha two 
merks left in arrear continued so in 1209 ; 
I do not find that they were ever paid. 

* PlaeUa, Mich. Term, 1 John, No. 9, 
memb. 10, and No. 10, memb. 1 and 8. 
In one instance Hugh dc Bosco is called 
Hitffh de Nemore, 



37 Ibidem, No. 10, m. 16 dorto. 

^ Hot Curia Megia^ II, 205. It seems 
by a later step in this suit that the real 
person vranted in the case was the heir of 
Emma de Fulyerbatch. 
, » Rot. Cane. 3 John, pp. 223, 128. 
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of that County^ who fined one thousand merks for the King's good 
will. Mauduit's tmdertaking for £6. ISs. 4d. is followed by that 
of William de Warblinton for £6.^^ and this is one instance out of 
many where the two names occur together in relation to Hampshire. 
In 1210 both accompanied "King John to Ireland ; and we learn 
from the Pr€estit€^Iioll of that year^ how the King accommodated 
Manduit with several loans of three or four merks at Pembroke, 
Carrickfergns, and Dublin, in June, July, and August.^^ 

A Shropshire Feodary of the year 1211 perpetuates the confusion 
between the Fiefs of Castle Holgate and Pulverbatch, saying that 
Thomas Manduit, Baron, and William de Cantilupe hold them in 
capUe and owe the service of five knights;^ whereas such service was 
dae on the Castle-Holgate Bfurony singly. 

The Scutage of Foiton, assessed in 1214 at the rate of three merks 
(£2*) per fee, is more accmrate as r^ards Mauduifs Shropshire 
Barony. He is expressly said '^ to owe £10. for the Fees which had 
been Herbert de Castello's.^' It is added, that subsequent to the 
assessment he had quittance by a Writ Royal.^ The reason is ap- 
parent from another Record. On May 26, 1214, he appears as per- 
sonally serving in Poitou, and had Letters-Close empowering him to 
receive himself the Scutage due firom his Knights.^ 

In 1216 Thomas Mauduit joined the Barons^ party against John. 
On Sept. 1 the King grants his land of Warminst^ to Ralph Ger- 
nim duriog the King's pleasure. On Sept. 13 Castle Holgate is 
similaiiy given to Hugh de Mortimer, of Wigmore. Nor did Man- 
duit return to his allegiance on the accession of Henry III, for on 
March 16, 1217, all his lands in Shropshire, Hampshire, and other 
Bailiwicks are given to Robert de Ferrars, wherewith to support him- 
self in the King's service, and during the King's pleasure ; but on 
the 23rd July following, reference being made to the Rolls of King 
John, it was found that Warminster had been previously granted to 
Ralph Gemun, and to him the Sheriff of Wiltshire was ordered to 
give seizin therecrf.** 

On Sept. 14, 1217, Thomas Mauduit, having returned to his alle- 
giance, is reinstated in his possessions.^ In 1218 he is assessed to 
the first scutage of Henry III, namely ten merks on five fees for- 
merly Herbert de Castello's. In 1221 he was exempted from the 



^ Ohlata and Fines, pp. 389, 448. 
« Rot, de Frastito^ 177; 205, 220. 
« Testa de NeviU, p. 65. 
* Mot. Fip. 16 John, Salop. 



« Bot. Claus. I, 200, 201. 
« Ibidem, pp. 285, 287, 300, 815. 
^ ClauB. I, 321,— where for "Suffolk" 
read " SuthantB." 
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Sciitage of Biham in r^ard of hi% personal service, and had the 
usual authority, dated Feb. 19, to receive his own scutage.^^ In 1222 
he had license to hold a weekly market on Thursdays at Holgate, 
until the King should be of age ; for which he fined five merks and 
a palfirey,^ In 1224 he appears as having been exempted by Writ- 
Royal firom the Scutages of Montgomery and Bedford.^ In De- 
cember, 1225, he occurs as one of the Commissioners who had to 
collect the tax of \h& fifteenth in the Counties of Salop and Staf- 
ford.^ His cotempbrary office as Constable of Brug Castle has 
been already particularized.^^ In 1229 he was assessed ten merks 
to the Scutage of Keri, vi^. on five knights' -fees in Shropshire, but 
was afterwards exempted. So also in 1230 was he acquitted of the 
Scutage of Brittany, and had letters of protection dated April 20, 
at Portsmouth, for so long as he should be over sea with the Eong.^' 
Again, in 1231 he had exemption firom the Scutage of Poitou. In 
1231-2 he had a grant of Free- Warren for his Wiltshire Manor of 
Warminster.^ In 1232 his five Shropshire Fees are discharged of 
the Scutage of Elvin. 

In September, 1235, and Easter, 1236, Thomas- Mauduit, of 
Castle Holgate, paid by the hand of Robert de Aula, Seneschal of 
Castle Holgate, his quota of the aid then levied on marriage of the 
King's Sister. He was assessed, be it observed, on five and a quarter 
fees of old feofiment, and he paid accordingly ten and a half merks.^ 

About the year 1240 we have three nearly cotemporary, but dis- 
cordant, statements as to the Fees of Thomas* Mauduit's Barony .^^ 
Each list specifies in effect the five tenures which constituted the 
Barony in 1165, but one of the component fees (Bouldon) is reduced 
by the fourth part of a Knight's Fee. Also in addition to the Fees 
of 1165, we have in these lists the tenure of William de Castle Hol- 
gate variously estimated at a whole fee and at half a fee; and one 
list adds Belswardine as held by service of half a fee. The general 
conclusion is that the services due to the Barony had increased since 
1165 inr consequence of more recent feoffments^ but this net increase 
was variously stated at one-fourth or at three-fourths of a Knighf s 
Fee. 



^ Sot, Pip, 6 Hen. Ill, Salop. CIaus. 
I, 476. 

^ Duffdays Baronage, p. 399. Rot, 
Pip. 7 Hen. Ill, S<dop, 

« Uot, Pip. 8 Hen. Ill, Salop, 

" Claufl. II, 147. 

" Supra, Vol. I, pp. 276, 277. 



« Pat. 14 Hen. in, dorio, 

» Calendar Rot. Cart. p. 48. 

^ Testa deNevm,^i^,%\,eO, Hughde 
Kilpeo paid at the same time two merks, 
t. e. his scutage on one fee, — that of Pul- 
verbatch. 

" Testa de KevUl, pp. 46, 48, 50. 
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Thomas Mauduit^ beings I suppose^ little short of sixty years of 
i^e^ excused himself from the mifortunate expedition which^ in 1242^ 
Henry III conducted into France. His absence was purchased by 
a Fine of £80, over and above his Scutage.^^ And shortly after this 
he died^ being succeeded^ as one Record suggests/^ first by his son 
Robert^ secondly by his son Thomas^ and thirdly by his son William^ 
whose two elder Brothers had died without issue. The Fine and 
Origmalia Rolls make no mention of the two elder sons^ Robert and 
Thomas^ but treat William Mauduit's succession as immediate to his 
Father, Thomas. The "King took WiUiam's homage on June 10^ 
1244, and ordered the Sheriffii of Shropshire, Hampshire, and Wilt- 
shire to give him seizin of his inheritance in those Counties.^ 

I shall have other opportunities of noticing certain grants of 
Thomas Mauduit to Shrewsbury and Haughmond Abbeys. He 
seems to have been buried at Haughmond, for by his last Will and 
Testament he bequeathed, with his body, to the Canons of that 
House, 20«. rent arising otit of his Mill of Castle Holgate, where- 
with the Canons were to celebrate his anniversary. His Executors, 
Nicholas de Haversham, Cecilia Mauduit, and John, Rector of thb 
Church of Dene, certified this grant,^^ which was soon followed up 
and increased by a Charter of — 

William Maudult, who, styling himself " Lord of Castle Hoi- 
gate,'' grants to the Canons the whole of the said Mill, its appur- 
tenances and suits y and all facilities for repairing the same; also 
the messuage and land which Gilbert, the Miller, held in the time 
of his Father.*^ He further, by letters-patent y informs Robert de 
Bouldon, Constable of Castle Holgate, of this Grant, and directs 
him accordingly; and the Constable acknowledges the receipt of 
his Lord's Mandate in an instrument dated a.d. 1248. 

In 1245 the Aid for marriage of the King's Daughter was as- 
sessed at 100^., or £1. on each of the five reputed fees of this 
Barony .^^ In 1246 the Scutage of Gannok was .assessed on five 
fees of this Barony, but the assessment was excused by Writ Royal.^ 



^ DugdaU^s BarofMge, 1, 8d9, quoting 
Rot. Pip, 26 Hen. Ill, Wilts. 

^ Saiop Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 2. 
The statement was that of William Mau- 
duit himidf, but Bobert and Thomas can 
hardly have SHiriyed their Father. 

» Hot. Fin, I, 418. OHginaUoy I, 6. 

^ Chartulary : Tit. Holgate. 

** Chartulaiy, ibidem. Witnesses : Sir 

IV. 



Peter de Say, Sir John de MuUenee, Sir 
Elias de la Mare, Peter de Dudemoneston, 
Bichard de Midelhope, Bobert de Gyros, 
John Mauduit, John, Parson of Dene, 
etc. 

<i Sot. Pip. 29 Hen. Ill, Salop.—n^he 
assessment is charged on Thomas Mau- 
duit, a usual mistake at this period. 

« Rot. Pip. 30 Hen. HI, Salop. 

9 . 
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On Nov. 8, 1253, the King being at St. Machary, in Gascony, 
granted to William Mandnit, of Warminster (who was doubtless 
there also), a yearly Fair at Warminster, and a weekly Market on 
Thursdays at " Castle Holegod.''<« In 1254 WilUam Maudnit was 
returned as one of those who held lands of £20. annual value and 
upwards in the Counties of Salop and Stafford. In the same year 
his Barony was assessed at five Fees to the Aid for knighting Prince 
Edward.^* 

In 1255 the Munslow Jurors reported that William Mauduit 
was holding Castle Holegod, with its appurtenances, of the King. 
It was reputed to be five hides, and so had not varied firom the 
Domesday measurement of the two Stantons which constituted the 
Manor. " William Mauduit had a Franchise," said these Jurors : 
" he did mit to the County, but not the Hundred, nor did he pay 
atretward nor motfee :"** his Franchise is elsewhere particularized. 
He had gallows, held plecis of bloodshed, and hue and cry; had 
assize of beer, and was entitled (for all causes within his liberty) to 
a WrU of Right, t . e. to a Writ-Close empowering him to try them 
in his own Court.^^ 

It was at the County Assizes of January, 1256, that William 
Mauduit, having a suit about Oxenbold with the Prior of Wenlock, 
alleged his title to have descended as follows, viz. from Robert de 
la Mare, living in the time of Henry II, to Agnes, his daughter 
and heir; from Agnes to Thomas, her son and heir; from Thomas 
to Robert and Thomas his sons, who died successively without 
issue ; from them to William, their Brother, the present Plaintiff.^ 

It was apparently within the next two years that William Mau- 
duit alienated Castle Holgate, and indeed all his Shropshire Barony, 
to Richard Plantagenct, Earl of Cornwall, Brother of King Henry 
III, better known by his foreign titles of " King of Almagne " or 
" King of the Romans." 

Though the Baronial House of Mauduit now vanished from 
Shropshire History,^^ I imagine that the line continued elsewhere 
for many generations.*® But adhering to our proper subject and 



o Rot. Vascon, 37, 38 Hen. Ill, m. 16. 

«* Rot. Pip. 38 Hen. Ill, SaUjp. Tho- 
mtu Mauduit's name is again entered. 

« Rot. Hund. n, 71, 72. • 

•• Atsizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 2. 

«7 In July, 1257, William Mauduit has 
letters of protection whilst serring the 
King in the parts of Wales, but it is 



worth noting that he is styled " William 
Mauduit, of Warminster" {Patent, 41 
Hen. III). 

« Vide Dugdal^t Barfmage^ p. 899, 
col. 2, for sozne further account of Mau- 
duit of WanmnBter. William Mauduit's 
immediate successor is not noticed by 
Dugdale. It was Thomas Mauduit, who 
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the vast purchase (for such I suppose it was) of the Earl of Cora- 
wall, I proceed to say that the latter forthwith conveyed his acqui- 
sition to the Order of Knights Templars^ who had a House at 
Lidley in this County. What was the precise nature of this con- 
veyance I cannot learn from any specific document : ita general 
character is apparent from the results. In 1260, when the Scutage 
of Wales was assessed at £2. per fee on the Tenants in capite of 
Shropshire, among those who had quittance by Writ-Royal was the 
" King of Almagne^ in respect of five fees of Thomas Mauduit.^' 
A parenthetical note implies that the Master of the Templars pro- 
fited by, or was the person concerned in, this quittance,^^ 

In 1274 the Jurors of Munslow Hundred reported how William 
Mauduit once held the Manor of Castle Holegod of the King in 
capite, by Barony ; how he alienated it to the King of Almagne, by 
whose subsequent concession the Templars were then holding it. 
They further reported how the King of Almagne had withdrawn 
the suit of Bouldon, Allaunston, Stevinton, and Esfeld from Muns- 
low Hundred J^ The Vills in question (except Ashfield, of which I 
have spoken before) are known to have been members of the Barony 
of Holgate. Similar complaints were made in other Hundreds as 
to Holgate Fees, whose Suits had been attracted to the Castle. 

Another presentment of the Munslow Jurors was that the Tem- 
plars at Castle Holegod had held trial in cases of unjust distress'^^ 
for eighteen years past. This proves the date of their introduction 
to the Barony as about 1256. The franchise thus exercised by them 
seems to have belonged rather to their Order than to the Fief of 
which they happened to be seized. 

The prestige and influence of the Templars was at this period 
(1274) on the decline. There were symptoms of that decay which 
early in the next century rendered their total suppression an easy 
task. Powerless, as it would seem, to redress their own injuries, 
an aggravated insult offered to their Order was reported by the same 
Munslow Jurors whom I have quoted above. — ^^ As the bailiffs of the 
Templars of Castle Holegod were conveying six quarters of oats to- 
wards Ludlow, and were passing near Corfham, there came Joliu, 



in Aoguflt, 1270, being about to aooom- 
panj Prince Edward to Palestine, has 
license to put out at ferm his demesnes 
of Warminster (Pat 54 Hen. III). 

« Rot Pip. U Hen. Ill, Salap. 

7° Rot ITund. ir, 100, 101. 



7^ Tenent placUum de namio veiiio. — 
This Suit was the remedy of a person 
whose cattle, et^;. had been wrongfully 
impounded, or impoimded in some ])lapc 
not warranted by prescription or other 
right. 
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the Beadle^ and other bailiffs of Sir John GKfford^ and seized both 
the corn and the horses (which carried it). They then conveyed the 
oats on to some demesne-land of their Lord^ and there and then 
sowed the same^ harrowing the ground with the said horses/' — Sir 
John Gifford of Corfham Castle was^ as we know from other sources, 
a man of the most unscrupulous violence ; but go back fifty years, 
and a company of such Barons would hardly have ventured thus to 
insult a College of Knights Templars. 

Richard Plantagenet, King of the Romans, dying in 1272, was 
succeeded in the Earldom of Cornwall by his Son Edmund. Adoeu* 
ment of the year 1276 shows the Master of the Templars paying to 
the said Earl Edmund a certain Ferm for the Barony of Holgate.*^^ 
I do not know that an otherwise inaccurate Inquisition of Feb. 1, 
1283, which I have before quoted,^^ and which connects the Master 
of the Templars with the Honour of Castle Holgate, is good evi- 
dence that the Templars' tenure was still existent. The Feodary 
of 1284 shows Robert Bumel, Bishop of Bath and Wells, holding 
the Manor of Castle Holgate of Edmund, Earl of Cornwall, by ser- 
vice of three Knights^-Pees ; the Earl holding of the King.'^* We 
know from the same and from other Records that this alleged 
Tenure of the Manor of Holgate involved a Seigneury over all the 
Fees which constituted the Barony. 

This then was the greatest of Bishop Bumell's great acquisitions. 
Castle Holgate may be considered as the Caput of the whole Honour 
which he left to his Heirs, and which made them Barons of the 
Realm. This revolution in Shropshire Tenures was of a new 
kind. It was not brought about by the previous forfeiture of the 
Barons of Holgate.' It was not founded on any remote claim of he- 
reditary right.'^'^ It wafi the supremacy of genius asserting its place 
against the laws and prejudices of Feudalism, — ^laws as yet only par- 
tially relaxed, prejudices hardly yet shaken. Robert Bumell, the 
great Chancellor of King Edward I., died on Oct. 25, 1292. I shall 
often have to refer to the particulars of his territorial acquisitions. 



^ Inquisitioiu, 4Edw. I, No. 69. Earl 
Edmund owed the Queen fire hundred 
merks. The SheriiFof Shiopsbire u ordered 
to seoure fifty merks thereof out of the 
rent due from the Master of the Templars 
for the ferm of Castle Hol^god. 

79 Supra, p. 28^ note 23. 

7* Kirby's Quest 

^ Bishop Bumell was of a Shropshire 



familj, respectable as regarded station, 
but nothing more ; something much less 
as regarded the character of its represen- 
tatiye in the generation prooeding his own. 
This person was a Fekm and an Outlaw. 
A Genealogy of the Bumells, improrised 
after their ascendency and too credulously 
adopted by Bugdale, is only a tissue of 
fabrications. 
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Hie biography of Chancellors is no longer matter for a County 
Historian. 

I now proceed to quote the Inquisition which^ after the death of 
Bishop BumeU^ took account of his Manor at Holgate. — In the first 
place^ his tenure of Castle Holgate was a tenure in capite, that is^ 
the Earl of Comwall^s mediate interest had been done away with ; 
in the next place^ it was held by service of two Knights (not three 
80 before)^ in time of war^ at Montgomery. The Capital Messuage 
and garden were valued at half a merk per annum ; the Old Castle 
oovli not be valued because it yielded nothing. A Dove-House^ 
worth 40d,, three carucatea of demesne^ worth £6.^ six acres of 
meadow^ worth 12^.^ a private {separalis) pasture^ worth 2».^ five 
acres of wood^ worth 12d. per ammm, the rents of Free Tenants 
yielding £1. 178. isd., the rents of Customary Tenants and Cottar,8 
yielding £5. 9s, 4^d., the Pleas and Perquisites of Court yield- 
ing £8,y and a Water Mill (held of Roger de Bradel^e) yielding 
£2, per annum ; — ^these were the constituents of the Manor of Hol- 
gate.7« 

Philip Bumell^ Nephew and Heir of the Bishop^ died in 1294. 
The Inquest on his death limits the service due to the Crown on 
Castle Holgate to that of two horsemen [homines equitantes), who 
were to serve at Montgomery for forty days. Another Inquest shows 
that at the time of his decease half his Manor of Holgate was in the 
hands of certain Merchants of Luoca^ whose claims on his estate 
shall be more fully set forth under Abdon.^ I quit this subject 
merely remarking that on the death of Edward Burnell^ in 1315, 
Castle Holgate was stated to be held of the King's Honour of Mont- 
gomery Castle, but by service of finding a single serving horseman 
for forty days at the Castle of Montgomery^ in time of war.^^ 

Of the Under-Tenants at Holgate I can say very little. Proba* 
bly the estate was held chiefly in Demesne by the Lords of the Fee, 
whether Barons or Templars. William fitz John, whom I have 
spoken of as their Tenant at The Heath, was probably identical 
with that William de Castro Holegod who is stated to hold either a 
whole or half-fee in Castle Holegod about 1240.*^^ His Tenure was 
perhaps both here and at The Heath, but the latter, it should be re- 
membered, could not with strictness be reckoned as a member of \ 



^ InqmsUum, 21 Edw. I, No. 50. 
^ ImqumUons, 22 Edw. I, Nos. 45, c. 
and 159. 



78 Inquinliant, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 
^ 2V«ea de NevUl, pp. 46, 48, 50. 
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Thomas Mauduit's Barony, so that the Fee on which William fitz 
John owed knightVservice was very possibly in Holgate alone. 

The Abbot of Haughmond was, as we have seen, a Tenant in 
Holgate Manor, nnder the bequest of Thomas M anduit and the 
grant of William Manduit. The Mill and tenement which he thns 
acquired lay probably near Brookhampton. The Chartulary of 
Haughmond supplies two subsequent transactions affecting this 
tenancy. About 1260, Henry le Perer, of Castle Holgate, quit- 
claims to the Abbey half an acre of meadow in the vill of Castle 
Holgate, near the Mill.^^ On Nov. 23, 1348, John Abbot, of 
Haughmond, demises to Sara, Widow of William Baghil, of Broke- 
hampton, and Sir William, her soti. Chaplain, for their lives, a mes- 
suage in Brokehampton, with a meadow and tnree acres of land; — 
at a rent of 3s. per annum,^^ 

In January, 1271, Richard Langefoter was suing John Albard for 
a tenement in " Holgodes-Castel,'^ under Writ of navel disseizin.^ 



HOLaATE OHUECH. 

The Church and the Priest which belonged to Helgofs Domesday 
Manor of Stanton, seem to me not to have been placed there by 
himself, but rather to have been the remains of a Saxon Founda- 
tion. His son Herbert, as we have seen, granted the Church to 
Shrewsbury Abbey in the time of Henry I, and before the year 
1121. Between iliat year and August 1127, the said Herbert ap- 
peared in the Chapter House of Hereford, and there, in presence of 
Richard (de Capella) the Bishop, he and his son Eutropius con- 
ceded, that is, formally allowed the previous gift.^ The Church 
was at this period stiU called the Church of Staimton. About the 
year 1138, Robert de Betun, Bishop of Hereford, calls it the 
Church of Castle Hdegot, and confirms the Abbey of Shrewsbury 
in its right of receiving an annual pension of 8^. 8^. out of the 



same. 
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^ Fo. 114, Witnesses : Richard Bur- 
nell, John de Esthope, Bichard de Balle- 
oote, William le En&nt, Bob. de Monse- 
lowe. 

^ Ibidem.— The Taxation of 1291 gives 
the Abbot of Haughmond 16f . per an»um 
from a Mill at Tu^fordy aa well as £2. of 
a*nted rents thci*e, but makes no mention 
of any Mill or other property at Holgate 



{Pope Nich. Tax. p. 163). Probably there 
is some confusion in this, for his alleged 
interest at Tugford is even moro unac- 
countable than the non-entry of his kno^ 
interest in Holgate. 

« Patent, 55 Hen. Ill, dorso. 

» Salop ChaHulary, No. 338. 

^ Salop Okartulary, No. 334. 
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It does not appear whether this Church was Portionary from the 
first, or how it became so. The following Deed and Fine, one, and 
probably both, of which passed in 1210, exhibit the Church as al- 
ready held by three Portionists or Prebendaries. These were after- 
wards known as the Presbyteral, the Diaconal, and the Subdiaconal 
Prebends. The Advowson of the first and third pertained to Salop 
Abbey^ the Lords of Holgate presented to the second. By a Char- 
ter, preserved in the Salop Chartulary, Thomas Mauduit qtdt'Claims 
to the Abbey two Prebends in this Church, viz. those which Helias 
and Osbem, Priests, held by presentation of the said Abbey .^ A 
Fine levied at Northampton, before the King himself, in -November, 
1210, is more explicit. It purports to be between Thomas Mau- 
duit, Plaintiff (by his Attorney, William fitz Warin), and Hugh, 
Abbot of Salop, Tenant (by William, a Monk, his Attorney), con- 
cerning the Advowson of a third of the Church of Castle Holegot, 
whereof recognition of darrein presentment was summoned, etc. 
The Abbot acknowledged the said third to be the right of the 
Plaintiff, so that he and his Heirs shall present a fitting Clerk for 
the same to the Abbot and his Successors, who in turn should pre- 
sent the said Clerk to the Diocesan Bishop : — Saving to the Abbot 
and his Successors the pension due of old. For this acknowledg- 
ment Mauduit guit-claimedj for himself and heirs, to the Abbey, all 
right in the Advowson of the other two parts of the said Church.®* 

On August 23, 1280, John de Peckham, Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, having inspected the Charters of Shrewsbury Abbey, con- 
firmed {inter alia) its title to a pension 6f 8*. 8rf., receivable from 
the Church of Castle Helgod.®^ Soon after this, the Patronage of 
Tugford Church, and of two of the Holgate Prebends, passed from 
Shrewsbury Abbey to the See of Hereford. How this happened I 
will not here attempt to state, for the transfer seems to have been 
but a part of more extensive transactions to which I shall have 
other opportunities of referring. How all the three Prebends came 
to be eventually consolidated in a single Rectory I cannot declare. 

In the Taxation of 1291, the three portions in this Church are 
valued separately; the first at £6., the other two at j£4. 6^. Sd. 
each.^ Consistently with this, the Taxation of the Parish in 1341 
quotes the Church Taxation at twenty-two merks (£14. 18s. 4d.) : 



» No. 295.— Attested by Bobert Mau- 
duit, Bobeart de GiraiiB, Vinan de Bosall, 
Walter de Mara, WUliam, Clerk of Oretel, 
William, Clerk of Baachirch, William de 



Tongelond, Bichard Osilar. 

^ Pedes Finiumt 12 John, ScUop, 

^ Salop ChaHulory, No. 62. 

« Pope Nick, Tax, p. 167. The three 
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but the Asseesors only taxed the Parish at £4. IBs. Ad. to the Ninth. 
The reasons were^ because sheep and lambs were not in the stock 
of the Pariah ; because the small tithes^ offerings^ and glebe went 
to increase the Church Taxation, and were not to be reckoned for 
the Ninth ; and because four acres of land, assessable to the Ninths 
lay uncultivated.®' 

In 1534 the Rectory of Holgott, in the Deanery of Wenlock and 
Diocese of Hereford, was enjoyed by Edward Strete, Rector. His 
preferment, in glebe and tithes, together with a pension of 49. re- 
ceivable from the Rector of Aston Botterell,.was valued at £13. 7$, 4d. 
per annum. The charges thereon, for synodals and procurations, 
were Is. 8(/.^ It appears also that the Vicar of Leighton paid at 
the same period a pension of 5«. to the Rector of Holgate.'^ 



PBEBENDABIES OF HOLGATEv 

1. The Sacerdotal or Presbyteral Prebend. 

Helias, a Priest, mentioned in 1210, may be taken tp have been 
then Incumbent of this Prebend, and his Patrons were the Abbot 
and Convent of Salop. 

Gyfrid de Yiriaco is the next of whom I find mention; and in 
succession to him, on Feb. 1, 1283, — 

Master Richard de Heyton was instituted, on presentation of 
the Abbey and Convent of Salop. On April 24 and 27, 1290, when 
Bishop Richard de Swinfield was at Stanton Lacy and at Stokesay 
visiting his Diocese, he had presents of oats and hay from this Pre- 
bendary of Holgate.®^ The Church itself does not appear to have 
been visited. In the next year Master Richard de Eyton is returned 
as Incumbent of the chief Prebend in this Church, and also as en- 
titled to the best of the three pensions receivable by the Preben- 
daries of Holgate from the Church of Bolde.^ 



Prebendaries of Holgato also i^oeived por- 
tions of 3«. 6(2., 8«. 8(2., and 3f . 8(2. from 
the Church of Bold. (Vide supra, YoL I, 
p. 158.) 

^ Inqvii. Nonarum, p. 186. Wenlock 
Deanery. 

M Valor JEocleriatiicut, III, 209, 211. 
It ij9 observable that the pension receivable 
by the White Nuns of Brewood from Bold 
(6«. 8^.), when added to the pension of 
the Kector of Holgate frongx Aston Bot- 
terell (4#.), are nearly equal to the three 



pensions (ooUectirely 10c) which were 
payable to the Go-Beotors of Holgate by 
Bold in 1291. 

^ Ibidem, p. 184. — Leighton was in 
another Deanery, Archdeaconry, and Dio- 
oese to Holgate. It is rain, I fear, to con- 
jecture the origin of this pension. 

^ From Blakeway*s MSS., except wliere 
other reference is given. 

« RouwJkold BoU of Biakop Smk^iM 
(Camden Society), p. 78. 

^ Pope Ni6k. Tax, pp. 167, b, 16$, a. 
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BoBEBT Brom was presented by King Edward II, April 19> 1317, 
to the ^^ Prebend (late Master Bichard de Eyton's, deceased) in the 
i5ree Chapel of Holgod Castell ; " — this because the See of Hereford 
was then vacant.**^ 

WiLLiAH DE Morton, Incumbent of this Prebend, exchanged it 
on July 6, 1322, for the preferment of— 

William de Cheyneston, late Bector of Hopton Wa&e. 

JoHN*i)£ AsKEBAM was presented by Eang Edward III, on Nov. 
20, 1336, because the See of Hereford had lately been vacant and 
in the hand of Edward II. Thomas, now Bishop of Hereford, is 
ordered to admit the Fresentee.^^ 

BoGEB ns Acton, Clerk, is presented by Letters Patent directed 
to John, Bishop of Hereford, and dated June 20, 1348. The King 
again asserts a right of presentation because of a recent vacancy of 
the See of Hereford, and the said See having been in the hands of 
Edward, late King,^ 

Masteb Bichabd de Sydenhale, Prebendary of this portion, 
dying in 1349, the Bishop of Hereford, on July 24, in that year, 
collated — 

William de Howynton to the same. Again, on Oct. 20, 1353, — 

Master Thomas de Tbillek was collated by the Bishop to the 
.Prebend lately held by William de Howynton. Also, on July 14, 
1364,— 

Masteb Booeb de Oteby is instituted to the ^'Canonry and 
presbiteral prebend^^ late held by Master Thomas de Trillek. But 
on Nov. 26, 1372,— 

John de Rodene, Clerk, was presented by the King to Master 
Thomas de Trilleg's Prebend, the ^'Temporalities of the See of 
Hereford having been lately in the King's hand.*'*® 

John Noke, Clerk, was instituted to the chief prebend of Holgate 
on Oct. 18, 1387. 

2. The Diagonal Prebend. 
The Prebend, so called at a later period, seems to have been vacant 



» Patent, 10 Edw. II, p. 2, m. 20. 

•• Pai, 10 Edw. Ill, p, 2, m. 14. 

^ Past. 22 Edw. HI, p. 2, m. 34. The 
bitter daiue muAt be an error of the 
Scribe. 

» Pat. 46 Edw. Ill, p. 1, m. 9. The 
presentatioii b accompanied by a Mandate 
to the Bishop of Hereford to admit the 
Piesentee and assign him his stall in the 

IV. io 



Choir and place in the Chapter ; — also by 
a mandate to the Dean and Chapter of 
Castle Holgate to the same effect. — ^This 
shows that verbal accuracy was little ne- 
oessaiy to the validity of a Patent. It is 
further difficult to see how any Vacancy 
in the See of Hereford could possibly have 
occasioned this lapse to the Crown. 
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in 1210^ but it does not appear who was presented by the then ac- 
knowledged Patron, the Lord of Holgate Castle. 

Roger, sumamed Cuccv, of Kent, is the first Prebendary whom 
I find holding this portion. His Successor was — 

Master Robert de Bruges, Priest, instituted June 8, 1285, on 
presentation of the Bishop of Bath and Wells (as Lord of Hol- 
'gate) . He has license to study for three years, and to ferm out his 
portion, the Sequestrator retaining six merks thereof, and paying 
the balance to the Prebendary. He is perhaps identical with " Ro- 
bert/^ mentioned as the second Portionist of Holgate in 1291, and 
as entitled to a portion (3^. 3rf.) firom the Church of Bold.*' 

Robert Chete, Licumbent of this Prebend^ being dead, on May 
30, 1322, his portion is committed to — 

Robert de Ercalewe, on presentation of Dame Alyna Bumell. 

John ns Catteleye, being similarly dead, his Prebend is given, 
on April 3, 1360, to— 

Sir Nicholas Poywtk, Chaplain, on a similar presentation. 

Philip de Lawley resigned, on April 2, 1364, the Diaconal Por- 
tion of Holgate for the preferment of — 

John de Greyby, late Canon of St. Chad's, Shrewsbury. 

Thomas Kynwyn was instituted on Feb. 4, 1386, to the " Pre- 
bend of the Deaconry of the Parish Church of Holgate,*' his Patron 
being Hugh Bumel, Lord of Holgate. He died in 1391, when, on 
Sept. 15, — 

Sir John Hyde, Chaplain, was instituted to the " Diaconal Pre- 
bend'' on presentation of the same Sir Hugh. 

3. The Subdiaconal Prebend. 

Osbern, a Priest, mentioned in 1210 as a Portioner of Holgate, 
probably had this Prebend, his Patrons being the Abbot and Con- 
vent of Salop. 

Matthew, in 1291, is the name of the third Prebendary of Hol- 
gate, and as recipient of one of the lesser portions from the Church 
of Bold.«« 

John Talbot is the next Incumbent of this Prebend of whom I 
find mention. His Successor was — 

William de Wyoynton, Acolyte, collated to this Prebend on 
Sept. 26, 1327. His Successor was — 

Master William de Howynton, Official of the Bishop of Here- 
sy Pajw Nich. Taxation^ pp. 166, 167, b. 
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ford, collated to William de Wygynton's Prebend on June 6, 1349. 
— Patron the said Bishop. On July 24 following, Howynton was 
promoted^ as we have seen, to the chief Prebend ; but previously, 
that is, on July 2, — 

John db Hope, Clerk, had been presented by the Bishop to the 
"second portion '^ in Holgate Church, — by which is meant the 
second portion in the Bishop's gift. On June 17, 1352, Hope re- 
signed the " Prebend of the Subdeaconrv '' here for the preferment 
of— 

Thomas Crenk, perpetual Dean of the Deanery of Fordham (Nor- 
wich Diocese), who succeeded to this Prebend. 



€ltt ^atnt iHlargaret. 



Domesday notices this Manor as follows : — 

"The same Helgot holds Cleie (of Earl Roger). Aluric held it 
(in Saxon times) and was a free man. Here is i hide geldable. 
There is arable land (sufficient) for mi ox-teams. In demesne there 
is I team and (there are) iiii Serfs and ii Villains, with i team, and 
II Boors, and a Mill serving unto the Court-house. Its old value 
was 8*. per annum. Now it is worth 10«.^^^ 

This is one of the places which took its name from the Great 
Clee Hill. The addition of " St. Margaret,'* to distinguish it from 
other Clees, probably arose from the Church having been dedicated 
to that Saint. 

If I have rightly identified Herbert fitz Helgot with him who 
occurs about 1115 as Herbert de Clive (or Cline), his possession of 
this Manor and other property in the vicinity of the Clee Hill, may 
perhaps account for his being thus named.' 

The gradual dismemberment of this Manor by the Lords of Hol- 
gate can be traced vnt\ precision, though many of the circumstances 
are buried in obHvion. 

The first who occurs as holding it of those Barons was Agnes 
Banastre, after whose death it reverted to the Seignoral Lords, 

* Domesdmff fo. 268, b, 1. I is in one iiuitanoe described as *Le8 ClineB' 

' The Chace or ffaye of the Ciee-Hill I (Heame's lAber Niger ^ 1, 149). 
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though Robert de Grirros claimed it^ and perhaps for a time en- 
joyed it. Who Agnes Banastre was is a question on which I may 
have more to say hereafter. Suffice it here to say^ suggestively^ that 
the second lay- witness in the Chapter of 1115^ at Castle Holgate^ 
was Bichard Banastre^ the third Herbert de Cline^ as already stated. 
Further^ at a period so remote as that the Munslow Jurors of 1255 
could not recall it^ Agnes Banastre gave a virgate in Clee St. Mar- 
garet to Wenlock Priory. That Agnes Banastre was a near relation 
of the Lords of Holgate I cannot doubt ; that she was identical with 
Agnes who died seized of Clee St. Margaret in or shortly before the 
year 1199, is also I think plain. If so^ she was Aunt {amita) of 
Robert de Girros (11)^ but it does not appear that he claimed Clee 
St. Mai^aret as her heir^ but as his own by some other hereditary 
title. 

During the reign of Richard I^ the male line of the Lords of 
Holgate failed^ and the Barony fell into the King's hands by reason 
of the minority of the heir. At the same time Robert de Oirros 
(11)^ by far the greatest Feoffee in that Barony^ was in minority 
also^ and the lands of his Fief were in the Escheator's hands^ be- 
cause the Barony itself under which he held was in the Crown. It 
was between June and Sq)tember^ 1199, that Robert de Girros 
(then of age) fined twenty merks with King John, to '^ have seizin 
of the land of Clie, which was his right and inheritance, and which 
was seized into the hands of the King because Agnes, his (Robert's) 
Aunt, died therein.'^^ Of this Fine Robert de Girros paid instal- 
ments in 1200, 1201, and 1203, but still owed eleven merks four 
shillings, a debt which I do not find further liquidated. Meantime 
he appears to have entered on Clee St. Margaret, disseizing Thomas 
Mauduit and his Guardian, Hugh de Bosco, who probably claimed 
the same as Representatives of Agnes. Hence arose the Suits of 
Novel Disseizin and Injury inflicted, in which Mauduit and his 
Guardian were suing Robert de Girros in October and November, 
1199.^ These suits, as I have already said, I can trace no further. 
It is certain however that Mauduit eventually recovered Clee St. 
Margaret ; and perhaps the discontinuance of De Girros' payments 
on his Fine for this Manor, indicate a cotemporary defeat of his 
object. 

About the year 1210 Thomas Mauduit grants to Salop Abbey the 
homage of Henry fitz Sweyn and half a A^irgate in the viU of Clia, 

' Rot. Pip. 1 John, Salop. Nova Ob- * Vide supra, p. 62. 

latet. 
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and one acre of his demesue in Middullinll^ adjoining the said half 
Tirgate. Witnesses : Robert Mandnit, Bobert de Qirros, etc.*^ 

The next alienation which Thomas Mauduit made in Clee St. 
Margaret was of a virgate^ given to Hanghmond Abbey for the 
sonls^ health of himself^ his wife Agnes, and his brother William : 
half of it was of his demesne, the other half held by Henry fitz 
Pagan.* 

Abont 1250, one Philip, a Chaplain, evidently a Tenant of Wil- 
liam Mauduit here, gave three nocaies of land to the Knights 
Hospitallers of Dinmore (Herefordshire). Thus in 1255, Nicholas 
Andreu, otherwise called Nicholas Fitz Andrew, of Ludlow, was 
William Mauduit's sole remaining Tenant here. His tenure was a 
quarter of a hide ; he did auii to William Mauduif s Court of Castle 
Holgate, and paid Sd, per annum for stretward and motfee. The 
Jurors of Munslow Hundred, of whom he was one, reported this 
Tenure, as well as all the previous alienations from the Manor .^ It 
will be observed that, taking the nocate to be the fourth part of a 
vii^te, the aggregate contents of the Manor accotmted for by these 
Jurors were 4^ vii^tes ; — an increase, if anything, on the single 
hide of Domesday, 

Nicholas Andreu was again a Munslow Juror at the Ascdzes of 
1256. 

The Seigneury of Clee St. Maigaret passed with the Barony of 
Holgate to the King of Almagne. Hence in 1284, Master William 
Ondreu (Andrew) is said to hold the trill of Clya St. Mai^aret of 



* Salop CharUilanfy No. 13.— The Mun- 
slow Jurors of 1255 made great mistakes 
alxnxt this grant. They thought it to have 
passed about 1226, and in the time of 
Abbot Heniy of Shrewsbury (who suc- 
ceeded August 24), 1223). They further 
described the grant as a sale by Thomas 
Mauduit for 4*. annual rent. (Vide Hot. 
mmd. n, 71.)— 

Now Mr. Blakeway (Eut. ShrewtbtMy, 
II, 109) proves that this grant was in or 
before the time of Abbot Hugh, who set 
spart sereral sums of money wherewith 
his Convent should celebrate his anniver- 
sary ; and, among other such sums, was a 
rent of 6f ., receivable from Clie, " which 
bf. rent Thomas Mauduit gave to tlie 
Abbey." {Salop Chartttlaty, No. 379.) 
As n^gards the era of Abbot Hugh, Mr. 



Blakeway himself requires correction. He 
was Hving Nov. 3, 1218, but dead in 1221, 
having ruled his Abbey about thirty years. 

But the date of Thomas Mauduit's 
Charter is proved to have been about 
1210 in another way. Its eight witnesses 
are exactly identical with the eight who 
attested his Charter about the Prebends 
of Holgate Church, and the latter Charter 
we know to have passed about 1210. (Vide 
supns p. 71, note 85.) 

^ Haughmond Chartulary: lU, Clia 
MargaretfB. The only witnesses (Robert 
Mauduth and William the Parson) do 
not suffice to date the Deed : the Muns- 
low Jurors of 1255 placed it earlier than 
1225. 

7 Rot. Hundred, II, 71. 
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Bishop Robert Bnmell, the Bishop to hold it of the Earl of Cora* 
wall^ and the Earl of the King (of England) in capite.^ 

Dismissing all further account of the Seigneury, I proceed to ob- 
serve that Master William Andreu^ the Tenant^ was living in 1292, 
that he had had an Under-Tenant here, on whose death William de 
Midddhope entered upon the Tenement of the said Under-Tenant, 
claiming to be his Landlord. William Andrew, accompanied by 
John Mile and William de Stapleton, hereupon endeavoured to gain 
an entry into the said tenement, but failing to do so, William de 
Stapleton set the house on fire. William de Stapleton was dead 
when this matter came before the Justices in Eyre at the County 
Assizes of October, 1292. Then William Andrew and his surviving 
companions, being put upon their trial, pleaded that they were 
Clerks. As such the Archdeacon of Salop, on behalf of the Bishop 
of Lichfield, dentanded their persons to be given up to him, and this 
apparently was done.* I shall speak of William Andrew and his 
fiunily more particularly hereafter. I add here a few further fiicts 
relating to the diflerent Tenures in Clee St. Margaret. — 

Haughmond Fbe. — ^The Abbot is said to have sold his virgate 
about 1225 to Henry Latewis for an annual rent of 79?^ A feoff- 
ment or lease is probably indicated ; for the Haughmond Chartulary 
exhibits the Abbot as leasing half a virgate here in 1445 at a rent 
of 5«. : and in 1541-2, two rents of Ss. and 1^. in Clive St. Margaret 
are among the assets of the dissolved Monastery of Haughmond.^^ 

Wbnlock Feb. — From various Rent-BoUs of the Priory, I find 
that 6s, Sd. of the rent of the Mill of Clee St. Margaret went in 
1495-6 to the Convent Kitchen. The Sacristan had also 3s. Sd. 
rent in the Clee, 2s. whereof seems to have arisen firom the same 
Mill. In 18 Hen. VIII (1521-2) two rents of 4*. and &s. 4rf. firom 
Clee St. Margaret are among the general forinsec rents of the 
Priory.^* In 1541-2 the rents of Clee St. Margaret are stated 
among the assets of the late Priory at £1. 2s. 4rf.^* 

Of the interests acquired by Shrewsbury Abbey, and by the 
Knights Hospitallers in Clee St. Margaret, I can give no fbrther 



• PlaeUa Corona, 20 Bdw. I, Hiuulow 
Hand. memb. 8. Though the offenoe wae 
committed in Hereford Diocese, the De- 
fendants were probably beneficed in that 
of Lichfield. 

» RU. Sundredy II, 72. I suppose 



Heniy Latewis to be identical with Hemy 
de Lotwioh, a parehaser in Long-Stanton 
about 1281. (Vide supra, p. 88.) 

" Monatticon, YI, 118, Num. ziv. 

" Begiater at WUUy, fo8.83,30, b, 87, 
b, 39. 

u Monatiietm, Y, 81. 
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account. It only remains therefore to say that which I have found 
relative to another Tenure in the Manor. — 

In 1251^ Bichard Seward had sued Thomas Seward under writ of 
novel disseizin for a tenement in Le Cle.^^ At the County Assizes, 
January, 1256, these two Brothers, sons of Robert Syward, had a 
suit still pending concerning a tenement in the viU of St. Margaret 
de Clyes, but Bichard, the Plaintiff, failed to prosecute it. His 
Sureties were William fitz Clerk of The Heath, and Bichard Cunseil 
of the same.^^ 

THE CHURCH OF CLEE ST. MABGAEET. 

The first notice which I can suppose to relate to this Church is in 
the Taxation of 1291, where it is entered in the Deanery of Ludlow 
as the Church of " La Cleye St. Milbui^,'^ and is said to belong to 
the Hospitallers of Dihmore, but its value is not specified.^^ In the 
Assessment to the Ninth, of 1341, this Parish has no mention 
either in the Deanery of Ludlow or elsewhere. But in the Falor of 
1534-5, " the Chapel of St. Maji^aret de Lee Clee'' is distinctly 
noticed in the Deanery of Ludlow. Its Value in Com and Hay- 
Tithes was £S, per annum, out of which a pension of 149. was an- 
nually payable to the Commander of the Commandery of St. John 
of Dynmore?^ 

No Incumbcnts are mentioned in the Hereford Begisters pre- 
yious to the Dissolution, and the first of whom I hear is — 

BicHARB BusHTON, Parsou of this Church in 88 Hen. VIII 
(1546-7) .!« 



CuflforH^ 



I MUST now turn to one of those eight Manors in Patinton 
Hundred which sometime formed an element in the lal^e Fief of 
the Sheriff of Shropshire. I mean by the Sheriff of Shropshire 
that greatest of Earl Boger's Feoffees, whose lands were hereditary, 
and whose office was qtiasi^hereditary, &om the Norman Conquest 
of Mercia to the reign of King John. 



^* Patent, 36 Hen. 3 dorto, 

^ Auixes^ 40 Hen. Ill, memb. 4. 

» Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 166, b. 



17 Valor Scclenaeticue, 111^202. 
» Blakeway'B MSS. 
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I am not proposing to offer, under any Manor of Patinton Hun* 
dred, a detailed account of this succession of Sheriffii ; but the his- 
tory of Tugford supplies an early and positive &ict to that future 
and more important subject. 

Domesday notices Tugford thus : — 

^^The same Bainald (the Sheriff) hath given Dodefort to the 
Church of St. Peter, for the soul of Warin his Antecessor. Eluuin 
held it (in Saxon times) and was firee, together with the land. 
Here are three and a half hides. In demesne are iii ox-teams and 
(there are) iii Ser&, iii Neatherds, iii Villains and viii Boors with 
V teams. Here is a Mill of 4s. (annual value). The Manor was 
worth 20s. (in Saxon times) : now it is worth 40«. (per annum). 
Of this land Hayner holds i hide of Bainald. Here he has i ox- 
team and I neatherd, iii Villains and i Boor with i team. Its 
value is 8*.^'^ 

This requires some comment. — It was Warin himself, the first 
Sheriff of Shropshire, who gave to Shrewsbury Abbey whatever it 
had at Tugford, viz. two and a half out of the three and a half hides 
of which the Manor consisted. Warin died before Domesday, and 
Bainald, marrying his Widow, succeeded him as Sheriff. Hence 
Domesday calls Warin the Antecessor of Bainald, i. e. his predeces- 
sor in office and estate. The assertion that Bainald gave Dodefort 
to Salop Abbey, must be construed to mean that he executed the 
previous gift (perhaps incomplete, perhaps testamentary) of Warin. 
The hide in Tugford, which neither Warin or Bainald gave to the 
Abbey, continued to be held in fee under their Successors. It was 
Thonglands. 

There are six imperial Charters of general confirmation to Shrews- 
bury Abbey, if we include that of the first Palatine Earl. Each of 
these mentions the grant in Tugford, and ascribes it to " Warin the 
Sheriff;^' each of these calls Bainald Warin's Brother, by which 
is meant only Brother-in^Law. Earl Boger's Charter describes 
Warin^s grant as that of the viU of Tugford, with its appendages; 
the Charters of King WOliam, Henry I, and Stephen, limit it to 
two hides in Tugford ; but those of Henry II and Henry III say 
most accurately that it was two and a half hides. 

In 1180, Hemming and Balph, two residents in Tuggefort, are 
chained lid, for an emblademeni of one acre, by the Justices of the 
Forest. Beginald de Tugford and his Brother William, a Chaplain, 
occur between 1222 and 1234.^ About this time Boger Borde con- 

1 Dometday, fo. 254, a, 2. | > Sapra, Vol I» p. 210. 
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cedes for one merk to Salop Abbey all his right to half a vii^te ia 
Beilecote (Baacot near Tugford)^ which William Carpenter held. 
Witness {intet\alios) : Richard de Beilecote.^ On Nov. 21, 1236, a 
Fine was levied between Henry de Ticheford, Plaintiff, and Henry, 
Abbot of Salop, tenant, — of half a virgate in Ticheford, whereof 
was assize of Mort d^ancestre. Henry de Ticheford renounced his 
daim, whereupon the Abbot conceded him a life-lease of the pre- 
nuses at a rent of 2s. 6d., and for six merks paid down.^ 

In 1255, the Munslow Jurors found that the " Abbot of Salop 
held the Manor of Tugford, with its appurtenances, for five hides. 
He had a franchise there, and did no Suit either to Comity or Hun- 
dred, nor paid stretward nor motfee : his Franchises are particu- 
larized. He held plea» of bloodshed and hue and cry, he assized 
beer, and could make return to a Writ de recto for any cause arising 
within his liberty, but he had not Gallows/'^ 

Here we notice that the hidage of Tugford is reported as just 
double the original grant of Warin. I suppose Thonglands (one 
hide) to be included in the estimate, and perhaps that Manor owed 
£W/.of-Court to Tugford rather than to Munslow Hundred. The 
proximity of Broadstone, Holgate, Abdon, a place called Fertecote, 
and Cold Weston, in all of which the Abbey had acquired lands 
independently of Warin^s grant in Tugford, may account for the 
remaining increase. 

The Abbot's Charter of Free Warren, dated May 21, 1256, in- 
cludes Tugford.* 

At the County Assizes of 1272, the Abbot of Salop sued John 
de Wodewale, Walter de Hull, Richard le Carpenter, William Wise, 
Richard de la Hall, Isabella de Baggesore, and others, to constrain 
them to do Suit to his Court of Magna Tugford, alleging that Ab- 
bot W^ilUam, his predecessor, was seized of such Suits : all agreed 
to perform the required service, or were sentenced so to do.*^ Again, 
Richard le Carpenter having commenced a suit against Abbot Luke, 
claiming to be allowed common-pasture in Ballecote, failed to prose- 
cute : he claimed the said right, as appurtenant to his own tene- 
ment in Thonglands."^ Richard de Balcote was on the Munslow 
Jury at these Assizes. About this time Osbert, son of William, son 



^ Salop Chartulary, No. 110. The 
other witneeses were inhabitants of 



* Sot. Hundred, II, 71. 
^ Salop Chariulaty, No. 53. 



Shrcwsburr. 7 Astnzes, 56 Hon. Ill, mcrab. 8 and 10. 

* Pedes Ftnium, 21 Hen. Ill, Salop, 

IV. 1 I 
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of Walter de Tugford^ releases to Salop Abbey two messuages and 
five Thokes in Tugford^ for wbich Abbot Luke gave him £10.^ 

In Nov. 1274, the Jurors of Munslow Hundred reported how 
Sir John Giffard, with his Constable, John del Ewe, and his other 
Bailiffs, had appropriated to Ernestre Forest for three years past a 
Moor called Viselesmor, which was of the demesne of the Abbot of 
Salop, and belonged to Tugford. The Constable had also entered 
the Abbofs Orange at Tugford, and carried thence to Corfham ten 
trusses of hay.' 

The Feodary of 1284 mentions the Abbot of Shrewsbury's tenure 
of Tugford in capite. In 1291 his Temporalities here were valued 
as follows : — Two carucatea of land, netting £\, Qs, %d,i a mill, 149.; 
(usized rents, £6. Os. 4^d,; pleas and perquisites (of Court), Ss. 46(. — 
Total, £8v 4s. 4ld}^ 

In May, 1296, 1 find Giles de Togford on a Wenlock Jury, and 
on March 15, 1801, Henry de Tugford on a Jury at Cleobury 
North. 

A Bent-Boll of Salop Abbey, belonging to the end of the 
fifteenth century, gives the Abbot's collective receipts from Tug- 
ford, Balcot, and Bradston, at £26. 18*. 6d}^ The Bctum of 1584 
values the Tugford Estate summarily at £18. 17*. 2d}* The Mi- 
nisters^ Accounts (1541-2) give the Assized Bents, the Bents of 
Customary Tenants and of T«iants-at-will in Tugford, as amount- 
ing to £13. 17s. 5d.; — an unusual agreement with the previous 
" Valor." ^^ 

TUGFORD CHURCH. 

The Ordinance of Bishop Bobert de Betun, which I have ven- 
tured to date about 1138, mentions as already existing the Chapels 
of Tugaford and Bolecolie (Baucott), and orders that they be 
thenceforth accounted as one Chapel. It is evident that both were 
in the patronage of Shrewsbury Abbey, and it would almost appear 
that they were within the great Parish of St. Gregory of Mor- 



^ Salop Chartulary^ No. 109. I have 
erroneouslj stated this release to haye 
been in Cold Weston (Vol I, p. 68). 

» Sot, Hundred, II, 101. 

^^ Pope Nicholas's TaxaiUm, p. 163. 
The Abbot of Haughmond*s appearing at 
(his time to hare rents of 16«. and £2. 
from a Mill and other property at Togge- 



ford, has been alluded to before (supn^ 
p. 70, note). I find no other mention of 
such an interest. 

1^ Butory of Skrmoebuty, U, 506. 

^ Valor Sceleriatlieu9,JJl^ 189. The 
name is printed JBl TScyforde. 

^ Momuticon, III, 628. The name is 
printed Ugffbrde. 
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▼iile.^^ Another Charter of Bishop Betun, nearly eotemporary^ 
oonfirms Salop Abbey in the receipt of an annual pension of 2s. 
from the " Church'^ of Tuggeford, and also in the receipt of all the 
tithes of the Abbot's demesne at Tuggeford.^^ The Incumbent of 
Tugford will therefore at this period have been in receipt of all 
other tithes^ but acknowledging his subjection to the Abbey of 
Shrewsbury (or rather perhaps to the Church of St. Gregory) by 
payment of the aforesaid pension. The pension is included in 
Archbishop Peckham^s Confirmation of 1280.^^ 

The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of Tugeford, in Wenlock 
Deanery, at £5. 6*. 8rf., besides the Abbot of Shrewsbury's portion 
of 2s, arising therefrom.^^ 

In 1301, if not earlier, the Bishop of Hereford was Patron of this 
Church, as I have noticed under Holgate. 

The Parochial Assessment of 1341 quotes the Church Taxation 
correctly at eight merks two shillings (£5. 8*. 8d.) ; but the Com- 
missioners taxed the Parish only at 30^. for the Ninth of its wheat, 
wool, and lamb. The reasons were that the glebeJand, valued at 
£\, 6«. 8rf., the alterages, valued at £2., and the hay-tithes, worth 
\0s, per annum^ were all reckoned in the Church Taxation, but 
could not be estimated as regarded the Ninth. Moreover the Te- 
nants, under stress of poverty, were not tilling the land, and six of 
them were Mendicants. It seems also that there was no tithe of 
wool or lamb in the parish.^® It would appear from this that the 
Parish, instead of being taxed 30*. to the Ninth, should not have 
been taxed at all ;— for the Church Taxation, all but 2s., was made 
up of items not calculable in the present assessment, to say nothing 
of the other causes of insolvency. The Inquisition however inti- 
mates that the assessment of 30*. was levied ^^ on the temporalities 



^ Salop Ckariulofy, Ko. 3d8. At first 
eight the Charter seems to classify the 
Chapels of Shrewsbury Abbey into two 
divisioiis, viz. those which did and those 
which did not accrue as members of the 
Parish of St. Gregory of Morville. A 
fiiEer examination thereof suggests the 
idea that the Bishop enumerates none 
but the Chapds of St. Qiegory, and in- 
tends to distinguish them as those which 
he had himself consecrated and those 
which had been pre-existent : Tugford 
and Bauoott will have been of the latter 
class. It is Tcry singular, and I have 



before alluded to the fact, that King Wil- 
liam's Charter to Salop Abbey mentions 
Tugford first as an original possession of 
the Church of St. Gregory, and then as a 
gift by Warin the Sheriff. (Compare Vol. 
I, pp. 28, 29, 68.) If we understand the 
former expression to relate to the Chapel 
and spiritual jurisdiction, the latter to 
the temporal fee, eveiy thing becomes con- 
sistent. 

» Chartulary, No. 334. 

i« Ibidem, No. 62. 

w Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 167. 

*s Jnquig. Nonarum, p. 186. 



84 



TUGFORD. 



of the Abbot of Salop in this Parish as well as on other paiishioii- 
ers/^ Here^ then^ was a case showing the clumsiness of this mode 
of taxing Parishes. Because it happened that the tithes of demesne 
and the other com-tithes were the Abbot's, they had never been 
reckoned in the Church Taxation, and so, if that Taxation had ac- 
tually been adhered to as a basis in this instance^ the Ninth of 
Tugford would have been nothing. The Commissioners (fidrly 
enough) assessed, not that value which was indicated by the Church 
Taxation, but that which was excepted. 

In 1534 the preferment of Ralph Blakemore, Rector of Tugford, 
was (in glebe, tithes, and oflFerings) £4. 13*. 4rf., which sum was 
chargeable with 7s. 2d, for Synodals and Procurations.^^ I find no 
notice either of tithes or pension among the cotemporary receipts 
of Salop Abbey. 

EARLY INCUMBENTS » 

John db Mosewell, Clerk, resigned Tugford, Oct. 9, 1291, on 
the ground of ill health. The Bishop of Hereford assigns him a 
pension of 20s. out of the Benefice, payable to him .yearly, on St. 
Luke's day, in the Church of St. Magnus the Martyr, London. 

Stephen de Tanet, a favoured Clerk of Bishop Swinfield, seems 
to have been the next Rector.^^ The Bishop had probably the pa- 
tronage of the Church at the date of Tanet's appointment, which 
date however I do not find. 

Robert de Ik, Subdeacon, was presented by the Bishop of Here- 
ford, in full right as Patron, on June 11, 1301. 

Richard de la Cane, Acoljrte, was presented Sept. 2, 1302. — 
Patron : — The Bishop. He it probably was who, as — 

Richard de Dane, Rector of Tugford, has license of non-resi- 
dence on June 2, 1330. He died in 1331, when, on Oct. 30 — 

Sir Roger de Berkeley, called "De Wynton,'* Priest, was 
presented by the Bishop. 

Huon DE Neenton resigned this Living in 1348, having ex- 
changed with — 

John de Middelton, Rector of Merstede (Winton Diocese), who 
is admitted here on May 30. He resigned on July 9, 1348, having 
exchanged preferments with — 

Master Philip Ilo, Clerk, Canon of Hereford and Rector of 



»» Valor Hcclesiasticus, in, 209. 
^ From Blakewa/9 MSS., except where 
other authority is given. 



31 Rousekold Roll of Bp. Stomfield^ p. 
119, where other particulars about Tanet 
are recorded. 
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Eastnor. The latter resigned on Sept. 4, 1349^ and on Oct. 29 
following — 

BicHARD DE Brochamton^ Priest, was presented to Tugford by 
the Bishop of Hereford. 

THONGLAI^DS. 

This, as I have said, was that hide in Tugford which, at the time 
of Domesday, was held by Bayner under Bainald the Sheriff. 

Bainald^s Tenant was doubtless identical with him to whom, 
under the name of Bainer de Tangeland, Pulchered, Abbot of 
Shrewsbury, granted some land [terrulam) called Fertecote, for life 
only, and with a condition that it should revert to the demesne of 
the Abbey .*^ Fertecote, wherever mentioned, occurs either in con- 
nection with Tugford or Thonglands. It was probably near to both, 
but the name is now lost. Perhaps the place was that afterwards 
known as Ballecot or Baucott, but the etymological change is a 
great one. 

On the death of Bainer de Tangeland, William his Son, desiring 
to retain Fertecote, vexed the Monks of Salop by much litigation. 
It was between the years 1107 and 1113, probably in 1109, that 
Abbot Fulchered, proving his original agreement with Bayner, ob- 
tained restitution of Fertecote by judgment of a Court which, Tf it 
was not presided over by Heniy I himself, as the Charter implies, 
was attended by Bichard, Bishop of London, Alan fitz Flaald, 
Hamo Peverel, Boger and Bobert Corbet, and Herbert fitz Hel- 
got.*^ "William fitz Beyner, thus losing Fertecote, transmitted 
Thonglands to his descendants, as held under Alan fitz Flaald, just 
mentioned, and his successors, the Fitz Alans. Hence, in 1165, 
Bobert de Tungelande is found to hold of the Barony of Fitz Alan 
by service of one muntator, his fee being of old feoffinent.^ 

At the Assizes of 1221 the then Abbot of Shrewsbury had a Writ 
against William de Thongeland, which however he did not follow 
up.^* 

Three nearly cotemporary Bolls give the Tenures of Fitz Alan's 
Barony in 1240-1. In one of them William de Thonglands is the 
Tenant by service of half a knight's-fee. The other Bolls imply that 



3 Fokhered became Abbot in 1066-7, 
and was deceased, probably in 1113. Mr. 
Blakeway'fl chronology of the two first 
Abbots of Shrewsbury is inaccurate, and 
not warranted by Ordericus, on whose 



statements he ostensibly relies. (Vide Bitt, 
ShretoaJmryy II, 106, 107.) 

23 Salop Chartulary, No. 1. 

2* Uher Niger, 1, 144. 

^ As^zes, 6 Hen. Ill, memb. 7. 
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Bichard de Thoiiglands was Tenant here.^*^ About the same time 
(1241) we have Bichard de Thuongland standing first witness of a 
deed which I shall quote under Corye. He is here followed by 
Boger de Thuongland and Robert fitz Henry de Thuongland. 

The Munslow Inquisition of 1255 takes no distinct notice of this 
Manor^ but in 1256 Roger de Thongland was returned among those 
who> holding fifteen librates. of land in this County^ had not taken 
knighthood. Cotemporary with Roger de Thongland were Philip 
de Thongland^ Lord of Upper Poston, and Richard de Thongland^ 
of Aldon^ Nomcott^ and Lower Poston. 

One Thomas de Thonglands has already been mentioned as occur- 
ring in 1259> and as concerned in Cold Weston.^ In May^ 1260, 1 
find the Abbot of Shrewsbury suing Richard de Thongland for dis« 
seizing him of a Tenement in Tugford.^ In 1267 one John de 
Tongelond fines one merk to have some Assize,^ 

The Inquisition on the death of the third John fitz Alan, in 1272, 
includes Thongland in his Fief.^ At the County Assizes in that 
year, it appeared that John, son of John de Thongland, having ob- 
tained a writ de ingressu against Isabella de Hamme concerning a 
messuage, two camcatea of land^ and two Mills in Thonglond, failed 
to prosecute.'^ 

In 1284 Roger de Bradeley held Thongelond of the heir of John 
fitz Alan by service of half a knight Vfee.'^ 

An abstract of a series of Deeds^ will convey some further hints 
as to various interests involved in this Manor. — 

1. By a Deed unattested and undated, but which, I think, passed 
early in the fourteenth Century, — *^ Henry de Bradeleye, Lord of 
Thonglonde, and Cecilia, his wife, grant to the whole viU of Thonge- 
londe, which held any land of the Grantor, a field called Necroft, 
near Thonglonde Mill, together with pasture of the Moor called 



» J^Mta d€ NeviU, pp. 44> 48» 49. The 
name Ib written Thonel^nd, Changland^ 
and Chongland. 

V Vol. I, p. 68. 

» Patent^ 44 Hen. Ill, dorso. 

» Hot Pip, 51 Hen. HI, Salop, 

» Calendar, Vol. I, p. 40. The In- 
quisition is now illegible. 

>i Attizei, 56 Hen. Ill, memb. 8. The 
Writ de ingressu was addressed to the 
Sheriff, requiring him to command the 



Tenant of a disputed tenement to render 
the same to the Demandant, who in set 
form all^ges'the Tenant ** to have no mi- 
gress therein save by disseizin, intrusion," 
or the like. The Writ oommenoed with 
the words Pracipe quod reddat, and is 
sometimes called a prmmpe. 

» mrhf's (iuest, 

^ In possession of Sir Baldwin Leigh- 
ton, Bart. 
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2. On October 14, 1315, Boger le Schwyer, of Thonglonde, grants 
to Sir Bichard de Laverdene, Rector of Stok St. Milburge, and to 
Bichard, son of John Smalemon, of Shiptone^ and his heirs a meadow 
in Thongelonde called the Thmde, for a sum of money ; — ^to hold of 
the Lord of the Fee, — Witnesses : Boger de Kylmesoote, Boger de 
Corfhul, Thomas fitz Nicholas of Bradistane, John le Champion of 
Hungerforde, John de Hethe. Dated at Thongelonde. 

8. On Nov. 12, 1325, Alice, widow of Boger, Provost of Schiptone, 
with Boger, her son, grant to Bichard fitz William of Walle, two 
acres in the field of Thongelonde, called Westecroft, near the land of 
Sir John Abort, Chaplain ; — to hold to the Grantee and his heirs, 
of the Lords of the Fee, — ^Witnesses : John de Wiggeleye, Bichard 
fitz John of Thongelonde, John le Championn of Hnngerford, etc. 
Dated at Hnngerford. 

4. On March 4, 1347, Edith, widow of John de Walle, of Hunger- 
ford, with William, son of the said John and Edith, grant to Band- 
wyne fitz Philip, of Stapelton, two acres in Thongland, in the field 
called Westecroft, for a sum of money ; — to hold to Baudwyne and 
the heirs of his body, under the Lords of the Fee ; — ^with remainder 
to Bobert, Lord of Stapleton, and his heirs. — Witnesses : John de 
Balcote, etc. Dated at Hungerford. 

5. On Jan. 9, 1348, Mai^aret, widow of John de Bradley, grants 
to John de Stapulton all lands, etc. in Thonglonde which she and 
her late husband had by demise of Bichard de Baggesovere; — to 
hold to the Grantee, for her Ufe, under the Lords of the Fee. 

6. On Sept. 21, 1366, William de Demewelle, Parochial Chaplain of 
Coffeton (Corfton), grants to Alice le Brette, of Whythynton, widow 
of Baldwin de Stepulton, all lands, etc. which the Orantress had by 
feoffment of the said Baldwin, in Thongeloni jua^ta Holgot : — to hold 
to Alice, for life, of the Lords of the Fee; — remainder to John, son 
of Bobert Lord of Stepulton, to hold for life; — then to Bobert, son 
and heir of Bobert Lord of Stepulton, and the heirs of his body ; — ' 
remainder to the right heirs of Bobert de Stepulton. Dated at 
Thongelond. 

Thonolands Chapel. — ^Though Thonglands is now in the Parish 
of Munslow, it once had a Church of its own, subject perhaps to 
Mnnslow.f In 1291 the Church of " Thungelond or Thukelond/' in 
Wenlock Deanery was not taxed, as being of less than £4. annual 
value.** 

^ Pope Nich, Taxation, pp. 167, 176. 
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In 1341 the Taxation of the Chapel of Thonglond being first 
quoted as £4^ the Commissioners assessed the Parish for the Ninth 
at 13tf. Ad. There were no sheep here ; four virgates of land here 
paid tithe to Munslow Churchy and only three and a half virgates 
paid tithe to this Chapel.^^ This Chapel is not mentioned in the 
Valor of 1534^ its suppression was therefore anterior to the Re- 
formation ; yet its former existence would seem still to be known 
traditionally/^ as well as from the better evidence afforded by the 
following list of its — 

EARLY INCUMBENTS.'' 

Sir Roger db Thongland^ Chaplain^ was instituted to the 
Rectory of Thongland on March 20, 1280, — Patron Sir Roger de 
Braddeye. This Rector has a year's license to study theology on 
Aug. 22, 1282. 

Walter, son op Henry db Bradelby, was admitted Ifeb. 27, 
1313. — Same Patron. The Church is however commended to John 
Aber, of Thongland, Priest (of whom we have just now heard) . Sir 
William de Bradeleye resigned in 1326, when, on January 17, — 

Sir Adam de Ombresleye, Priest, was instituted. 

Sir Richard, Rector of Thongland, has license, on Sept. 20, 
1328, to stay in the suit of the noble personage, Richard le Croupis, 
Knight. 

Sir Hugh de Monsalowe, Priest, having been presented by Sir 
Nicholas Bumell, knight, between 1348 and 1362,*® a commission 
issued from the Bishop to inquire into the right of presentation. 

Benedict de Pichford, Clerk, was instituted March 2, 1862, 
on presentation of Sir Nicholas Burnell, Knight. 

Sir Richard de Arderne, Chaplain, instituted May 17, 1392, 
on presentation of Sir Hugh Bumell, Knight, Lord of Holgot. 

He resigned Nov. 4, 1401, having exchanged with — 

Henry Warde, Vicar of Priors Ditton, who is admitted here on 
presentation of Sir Hugh Burnell. 



» Inquig. Nonarum, p. 186. The Ke- 
eord is somewhat obscure, but I have 
probably given its meaning. The four 
virgates were, I presume, assessed under 
Munslow, otherwise their paying tithe to 
Munslow could be no reason for dimi- 



nishing a temporal tax on Thonglands. 

^ Duke^sAnHquides, Appendix, p.xir. 

37 Blakeway's MSS., from Hereford 
Registers. 

^ The date of tliis presentation is in- 
ferred : Mr. Blakeway omits it. 
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Domesday mentions Stanway thus nnder Patintune Hundred. — 
" The same Rainald (the Sheriflf) holds Stanweie of the Earl, and 
Odo holds it of him (Rainald). Alurie held it (in Saxon times) and 
was a free man. Here are ii hides geldable. In demesne are ii 
ox-teams^ and (there are) iiii Serfs, iii Villains, and i Boor with 
II teams, and there might be iii teams additional. In time of King 
Edward (the Manor) was worth 40*. (per annum) ; now (it is 
worth) 30*. : it was waste when he (Rainald) obtained it."^ 

Odo, the Domesday Tenant of Stanway, was Founder of the 
family of Fitz-Odo. Besides Stanway, Odo held Acton Pigott, 
Kenley, Golden, and half Gretton, under Rainald, the Sheriff; he 
also held Rushbury under De Laci : he was therefore a Chief 
among the Knights of Shropshire. Odo, whose Norman name, 
De Bemieres or De Berneriis, has been not quite obliterated by 
English Scribes, was living at least thirty years after Domesday ; — 
but I will treat of him and his descendants as they appear in their 
territorial connections. With this object I divide the Domesday 
Manor of Stanway into its constituents, and speak first of — 

BBOADSTONE. 

One of the greater Confirmations to Salop Abbey (that of Stephen) 
tells us that Warin, the Sheriff, gave a part of the mil of Bradeston 
to that House.* If this was so, the gift was prior to Domesday ^ 
and prior to the feoffment of Odo, in Stanway. The part too thus 
given will have been no part of the land mentioned in Domesday 
under Stanweie : the Monks probably annexed it at once to their 
neighbouring Manor of Tugford. Odo de Bernele and his Brother 
are among the Laymen who, about 1115, attended a Court of the 
Viceroy at Castle Holgate. It was apparently between 1121 and 
1136 that Odo de Bemeles gave to Salop Abbey a ferdendeP in 
Bradeston.* The Charters of Henry II (in 1155) and Henry III, 



^ Domesday, fo. 254, a, 2. 
3 Monatticon, UI, 519, a. 
' A fardendel^ or farthing-land, is a 
fourth part of a Carucate. 

IV. 12 



** Monastieon, ibidem. The grant, not 
included in Henry Ts Confirmation of 
1121, is recited in Stephen's of 1136. 
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confirm this grant as of "a virgate given by Odo de Bemeris and 
his Sons in Bradestan/' Who those Sons of Odo were who thns, 
between 1136 and 1155, became associated with their Father's grant, 
is a question. Possibly they were more than two, but if only two, 
I imagine them to have been " Philip fitz Odo and B^oger his Bro- 
ther," the first of whom attests, about 1138-9, the Charter of Philip 
de Belmeis to Buildwas Abbey, and who both attest the same Philip 
de Belmeis' grant to Canons of Dorchester not ten years later.^ 

The following acquittance seems to have relieved the Monks of 
Shrewsbury of aU service due to the Seignoral Lord in respect bf 
the land previously granted by his Tenants. I take it to be the 
Deed of that William fitz Alan who, being restored to his Shrop- 
* shire estates in 1155, died in 1160 : it runs thus, — " William fita 
Alan, to all his men, etc. I have conceded to God and to St. Peter 
quittance for one ferdendel, which is in Bradestan, and it was for- 
merly (a member) of Stanewei, of the fee of Philip Fitz Odo."* 
Philip fitz Odo, if livii^ at the time of this deed, was certainly de- 
ceased before 1165 : his successor was Roger fitz Odo, not, I think, 
his brother above mentioned, but more probably his son. 

In 1165 Roger fitz Odo held the fees of one knight and three 
MuntatoTS of the Barony of Fitz Alan; this tenure was of old 
feoffment : he also held one knight^s-fee of the Barony of Hugh 
de Lacy, which is said to be of new feoffment J The latter fee was 
unquestionably Rushbury ; but how it came to be enrolled as of new 
feoffment is a matter which I cannot account for. 

I cannot tell whether it was earlier or later than this, that is, 
whether it was in the time of the first or of the second William 
fitz Alan, that — '^ Roger fitz Odo, of Rusbery, and his Brother and 
their Mother, conceded the femdell in Bradestane, which their 
antecessors had given to St. Peter, and that this should be secured, 
William fitz Alan, Lord of that HonQur, confirmed this donation 
with the impression of his Seal.*^® 



» Vide supra, Vol. 11, pp. 203, 205. 

• Salop Chartulary, No. 12. 

y Liber Ni^, 1, 142, 154. 

« Salop CharMary, No. 11, attested 
by " BainaLd fitz Pagan, Beiner fitz Ben- 
frid, Eichard Sadoc, Kadulf, Alan, Fai- 
noth, William, Bobert, and manj others." 

The Deed passed either between 1155 
and 1160, or between 1175 and 1180. If, 
as it seems to be, it was a confirmation 



given on the principal Ghrantor^s suooes- 
sion, we date it in the former period, and 
learn also that Boger fits Odo saooeeded 
from fire to ten years eariier than we can 
otherwise show him to have done : and, 
in support of this, we find William fits 
Odo (doubtless the "Brother" alluded to 
in the Deed) attesting Charters of the 
first William fits Alan between 1155 and 
1160. 
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I will resume my account of Roger fitz Odo and his family under 
more suitable localities. All that I know further of Broadstone is 
as a possession of Shrewsbury Abbey^ and has been expressed under 
Tugford or Thonglands : like the latter it is now in Munslow 
Parish. 

Of Broadstone Chapel^ its origin or former state^ I can give no 
aooount whatever. It is now^ and probably always was^ annexed to 
Munslow Church. Traditions^ Architectural fragments^ or Docu- 
ments often apprise us of the former existence of Chapels^ now de- 
stroyed : here is a Chapel without^ as I think^ any such witnesses, 
yet still in being. 

UPPER STANWAY, lower QTANWAY, STONE-ACTON. 

These Vills, which constituted the bulk if not the whole of the 
Domesday Manor of Stanweie, are separated, the last from the two 
first, but are all in the Parish of Rushbury. 

The whole passed from Roger fitz Odo, by whatever descent, to 
Herbert de Rushbury. The latter, who occurs in 1200 and 1209, 
gave, though perhaps at a later period, " the whole land of the two 
Staneweyes, with all their appurtenances," to Henry de Audley, who 
was at the time accumulating a large estate in Shropshire and Staf- 
fordshire. This gift, inter aliay was confirmed by a Charter of King 
Henry IH, dated May 2, 1227.* 

The Visors of the Forests of Shropshire, in 1235, reported that 
"the Bosc of Stanewey was much wasted, what time it was in the 
hand of Henry de Audley, and that was in the time of liberty .'' 
This remark, together with what has been elsewhere said as to the 
allusions of this survey,^^ will fix the year 1225 as a period when 
Audley was holding Stanway, and the year 1235 as a period when 
he no longer held it. We know also from other evidence that, be- 
tween 1227 and 1240, Henry de Audley quitted all his right in 
Stanway to Madoc de Sutton in exchange for a share of Weston 
under Red Castle ; Madoc de Sutton therefore became Fitz- Alan's 
immediate Tenant at Stanway and Stone- Acton. His Under-Tenant 
at Stone- Acton, probably by his own feofiment, was Philip de Bur- 
wardsley, who granted the same (estimated at half a hide) to the 
Knights Templars of Lidley. This was about the year 1240, and 
a Record of nearly that date exhibits Madoc de Sutton as holding 

• Bot. Cart, 11 Hon. IH, p. 1, No. 61. | ^ Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 216, note 6. 
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one knight's-fee in Stanewey and Stainacton with their appoite- 
nances.^^ 

The Munslow Inquest of 1255 is still more particular. — '^ Madoc 
de Sutton holds the two VUls of Stanwey under John Fitz Alan, 
for a hide and a half of land. He does suit to the County^ but not 
the Hundred : he gives the King \M, annually for strettoard and 
motfeeP And again, — '^ The Templars of Lidleye have entered into 
Stoniacton by Philip de Burwardelleg^ which contains half a hide 
of land, fifteen years back : and that mtf, which is of the Fee of 
John fitz Alan, does not appear at the Sheriff^s tovam as it Iteed to 
do.'^^^ The change was probably owing to the special privil^es 
allowed to the Warrior-Monks. One Henry de Stonacton, amerced 
for default by the Justices of the Forest in 1262, was probably a 
Tenant of the Templars. With them we leave Stone- Acton, and 
proceed with the two Stanways. — 

In 1272, the Inquisition, on the death of the third John fitz Alan, 
gives Stanewey as in his Fief: it is not mentioned in the Feodary 
of 1284, nor yet in the Nomina Villarum of 1316. It continued 
to be a member of Fitz Alan^s Barony, though apparently held 'by 
only half a knight's-fee.^ 

I return to say something of the Under-tenants here. — 

John de Hungerford, before 1227, had sold to Henry de Auddey 
not only a meadow which he held of the Lord of Bushbury, but 
something apparently in Stanewey .^^ 

In 1250, Isabella le Strange was assessed by Geoffirey de Langley 
for assarting one and a half acres in Stanwey '}^ she was perhaps 
a Sister of Madoc de Sutton, bearing, if so, her Mother's name. 

Henry fitz John and Aliee his wife were Tenants in Nether 
Stanwey in 1261. , They (in right of the said Alice) were Vendors 
of their interest here to Bobert de Belmeis, by a fine, already quoted 
as levied on June 3, 1261. I have also detailed the other interests 
of Bobert de Belmeis in this Manor, as well as those of his pre- 
sumed son Hugh. I have further mentioned the sale therein by 
Hugh de Belmeis to John de Belmeis of Donington,^* and some- 



" Testa de NeviU^ p. 46. This Tenure 
is erroneously cLassed under ** Fees of Tor- 
nay/* a mistake which doubtless arose out 
of the recent exchange. Howerer Weston 
itself was not strictly speaking a Tomay 
fee, though a reason why it should be 
mistaken for one is not difficult to give. 

« Boi. Hundred, pp. 70, 72. 



^ Escheat Calendar, HI, 223 (21 Bich. 
II, 18d7-8. 

i< Cart, 11 Hen. HI (ut supra).— The 
Record is de&oed. 

" Vide Vol. II, p. 26, for an aooount 
of these arreniaHons, 

^ Supra, Vol II, pp. 242-244. 



STAN WAY AND STONE ACTON. 98 

thing as to the sabsequent interests of the latter.^^ At the Assizes 
of 1292^ John de Beumes was questioned as to his right o£ assizinff 
bread and beer in his Manor of Stanweye. He pleaded King 
Henry IIFs Charter of 1271, which granted to Hugh de Benmes 
license to hold a market weekly on Thursdays, and a fair of two 
days (Oct. 8 and 9) yearly at Stanwey : he added, that he now held 
the manor by feofiment of the said Hugh^ and that the priyileges 
for which he was questioned were part and parcel of the said Market 
and Fair. Here Hugh de Lonther, the King's Attorney, objected 
that King Henry's Charter was to Hugh de Beumes and his heirs, 
and that John was not the heir of Hugh, but altogether un-related 
to him {omnino exiraneus). I cannot trace any further this curious 
question, which was adjourned to the next Parliament.^® 

I have before mentioned a suit prosecuted in 1260 by William, 
son of William le Fraunceys concerning a tenement in Stanwey.^* 
The name will recur again, but not in any intelligible connection 
with the said suit. 

In 1263 one John Aberd of Stanwei is taking out a Writ in some 
Suit at law : also Walter de Kenigford and Margaret his wife fine 
one merk to have a Writ ad terminum.^ It does not explain this to 
state that Alice, daughter of Walter de Kenigford, was sometime 
the wife of John Aberd, and wds divorced from him. In September, 
1272, Walter de Kenigford and his wife appear to have been dead. At 
the Assizes then held, Alice their daughter sued John Abel (Aberd) 
and Thomas de Holgotcastle for diarizing her of three messuages 
and one and a half virgates in Nether-Stanwey. John pleaded that 
Margaret, Mother of the Plaintiff, had enfeoffed himself and Boger 
le Franceys in the premises, and that Roger le Franceys had since 
transferred his interest to John. The Jury found that Margaret 
had indeed sometime given a part of the premises to Roger le 
Franceys, but only as Tenant at her will, that she had since re- 
seized that part and given the whole to John Abel in marriage with 
her daughter Alice ; lastly, that when John and AUce were divorced, 
John retained the land. Hereupon the Court gave sentence of un- 
just disseizin against John Abel.^^ At the Assizes of 1292, some 
members of this family again appear ; for it is noted that Felicia^ 
Juliana, and Isabel, daughters of John Aberd, withdrew the suit 



>7 Ibidam, pp. 178> 179. 
» PlacUa Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 3 
dorso, I ^ Ajuixes, 66 Hen. Ill, memb. 8. 

*• Supra, Vol. II, p. 242. i 



» Moi, Mn. 47 Hen. Ill, and Mot. Ftp, 
51 Hen. Ill, Salop. 



04 



RtrSHBUET. 



de ingresm which they had against Herbert Aberd for a messuage 
and viigate in Nether Stanwey.^' 



3eiu«5l)urp. 



Leayino in abler hands a question as to the antiquity of this 
Station (Roman at leasts if not antecedently British)^ I pass to its 
condition as a Domesday Manor^ in Patintune Hundred. — 

'^The same Roger (de Laci) holds Riseberie (under the Earl), 
and Odo holds it of him. iEluuin held it (in Saxon times) and 
was a free man. Here are y hides geldable. In demesne are ii 
ox-teams and (there are) mi Serfs, i Villain, iii Radmans and ii 
Boors with y teams. Here is a MUl, a Wood capable of fattening 
;XL swine, and a Hawk's aerie. In time of King Edward, the Manor 
was worth 60«.> and« afterwards it was waste : now it is worth 35«. 
(per annum), and there might be ii more teams (employed) there." ^ 

That Rushbury followed the succession of Odo, as indicated under 
Broadstone, I cannot doubt; it was therefore the knight's-fee held, 
in 1165, by Roger fitz Odo, under Hugh de Laci, but why the said 
fee was registered as of new feoffment I forbear to conjecture : we 
haYC more serious difficulties before us. Roger fitz Odo^ the head 
of his house, was liYing in 1167, when his Fief was amerced half a 
merk by Alan de NcYiU. There was a Thomas fitz Odo liYing at 
the same time, but the name of the Lord of Rushbury, in 1180, 
appears still to haYc been ^' Roger," for such a person was then ac- 
coimtable for an imbladement of four acres in '' Bisaibery."^ 

Between 1179 and 1189, as I have before shown,* Petronilla» 
daughter of Rog^r fitz Odo, married Warner de Wililey, and had 
Kenley and half Gretton by grant of Thomas fitz Odo. I will not 
here enter fully upon the grounds which induce me to think that 
Thomas fitz Odo thus mentioned was only a cousin of Petronilla, 
in fact, a Cadet of the House of which her Father Roger, and she 



" AsnxeSy 20 Edw. I, memb. 4. 

^ Domesday, fo. 256, b, 1. 
- « Forest Bolls, Salop, No. I. " Be JBw- 
siheria de Bog"* pro 8 acr avene et 1 acr 
SUigims, 2s. 6d" The two preceding and 
two following BsseBBments are levied on 



persons whom we know to have been 
Lords of Lee-Cumbray, Leighton, Harky, 
and Cressage ; probably theraforo Boger 
was Lord of Bushbuiy. 
' Supra, Vol. II, p. 53. 
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herself eventually, were the Senior Representatiyes : Thomas fitz 
Ode's grant was, if this be right, the surrender of a tenancy under 
Roger fitz Odo or his Heir. I further find, in correction of a 
former doubt, or rather error, that the son and heir of Roger fitz 
Odo was Herbert de Rushbury -> if so, both Herbert and his Sister 
Petronilla were probably under age when the latter was married, 
and this will account for Herbert^s not appearing in the negotiation 
then efiected. We now come to something more certain than a 
choice between probabilities. It is dear that the next Lord of 
Rushbury, of whom we hear after Roger fitz Odo, was Herbert de 
Rushbury. — 

On Jan. 27, 1200, in Court at Westminster, Herbert de Russe* 
bery, being at Russebery, essoigns himself through Ralph and Wil* 
liam, his men, in a plea of Umd, wherein Walter de Witefeld was 
Plaintiff. The cause was adjourned to April 23,^ 1200; and on 
that day " Walter de Witefeld, in behalf of Eva his wife, sues Her- 
bert de Risbery for forty acres of wood and twenty acres of pasture, 
with the appurtenances, in Risberi, which he claims to belong to the 
free tenement of himself and his wife, which they hold in Kotes 
and in Wall, and which were of the marriage portion of Sibilla, 
Mother of the same Eva, whose heir Eva is. And Herbert disputes 
(defendit) their right, and puts himself npon the King's Grand' 
AssizCf and asks that recognition be n[iade whether he haA the 
better right to hold this land in demesne, or they to hold it under 
him.'^ — ^A future day (June 18) was given to the parties, and then 
'^ let four (Knights) attend to choose twelve '* (other Knights for a 
Jury).* It appears from later entries on the Plea-Rolls (where 
however the Mother of Eva is called Basilia) that, on June 18, 
1200, the four Knights having order to be in Court, Herbert e^* 
scigned himself. A further day (July 8) was given, and then both 
Herbert and the Ejiights excused themselves by the essoign called 
de mah venieruIL Another day (Oct. 20) was given, and then 
Walter de Witefield duly appearing in Court, Herbert neither came 
nor sent any essoign : so the Court ordered the lands to be seized 
into the King's hand, and Herbert was summoned to hear judgment 
on Nov. 25. Then again he did not appear, and the Court gave 
sentence : — " Let Walter have his seizin of the Ismds in question.^' 



'* Ibidem, note 17. The Fine to which 
I alhided tpeaks of Herbert de BuBhbury, 
" whose heir PetroniUa wm," as her Bro 
iJker, not Father. 



< Plaeiia, HilL Term, 1 John, m. 4. 
This Soil is inaccurately entitled as of 
10 John. 

* Mot CuruB Regie, II, 227.' 
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We hear little of Herbert de Bushbury in oonnection with Shrop- 
shire^ and I think it very probable that the Irish interests of his 
Suzerain^ Walter de Lacy, were participated in by him. About No- 
vember, 1200, 1 find that Herbert de Eissebiry and EUas de Say 
(another of Laejr^s Shropshire Feoffees) were joint claimants of land 
in Meath against William Parvus. They gave the King ten merks 
that ^^ their suit might proceed notwithstanding any Charter which 
William might have obtained firom the King prohibiting him from 
being sued in any matter except before the King himself, because/' 
said they, " such Charter must always be construed to extend to the 
King's Chief Justice.*' ^ 

The Shropshire Forest-BoU of 1209 exhibits several assessments 
for assarts and imbladements within Regard of the Long Forest. 
Herbert de Rushbery is assessed more than once under that name. 
Once he is called Herbert fitz Odo, and once he is only called ^' Lord 
of Rushbury.'' Richard de Rusbury and Warner de Wililey are 
also assessed. Herbert de Rushbury was deceased before November, 
1221, for then Petronilla, wife of Warner de Wililey, is called his 
heir, and, as I have explained, his Sister. In a suit which she had 
about Golden, Roger de Buterleg appears to have had a collateral 
interest : he was also a Feoffee of Lacy, at Bitterley. 

In 1240, Rushbury was held by service of one Elnight's-fee of 
the Barony of Walter de Lacy, whose immediate Tenants were 
Stephen de Buterleg and Petronilla de Kenley.^ Petronilla, thus 
named, was now Widow of Warner de Wililey. As her share of 
Rushbury was hers by inheritance,* so I conceive was Stephen de 
Bitterley's ; but how the latter inherited I cannot say. This divi- 
sion of Rushbury between the houses of Willey and Bitterley makes 
it impossible to pursue any account of the Manor as a whole; — for 
the truth is that it came to be split up into no less than six Manors, 
viz. Rushbury proper (half a hide), Eastwall (one hide), Westwall 
(one hide). Wall sub Heywood (one and a half hides), Coates (half 
a hide), and Wilderhope : which last (if half a hide) will complete 
the Domesday complement of five hides. I must treat of these 
members of Rushbury in detail. — 

RusHBUBT (proper). — In 1250, Stephen, Lord of Rushbury, and 
Richard, Parson of Rushbury, had an arrentaHon of 9d. each set 
upon them by Oeoffirey de Langley, in respect of small parcels of 



7 OhkOa^ p. 79. 

" TeHa de NeviU, p. 45, a. 

' See Ube settlement thereof by her 
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F(Mre8t-land occupied by them.^^ The Mnnslow Inquisition of 1255 
says that ^^ Stephen de But^rleg holds Rusbury for half a hide of 
land, of the Heir of Walter de Lacy. He does suit to the Hundred^ 
and pays the King Qd. per annum for atretward and motfee'^^^ 

On June 3^ 1274^ a Fine was levied between Stephen de Boterleye^ 
Junior^ Plaintiff^ and Stephen de Boterleye, Senior^ Impedient, of 
the Manors of Boterleye and Bussebury. As regards Bushbury, it 
was merely a settlement between Father and Son. — Stephen^ Senior^ 
acknowledges to have given the Manor to Stephen, Junior. The 
latter restores it to Stephen, Senior, and Alice his wife, to hold for 
life of each, at Id, rent, of Stephen Junior. — Remainder to Stephen 
Junior, to hold of the Lords of the Fee for ever.^' 

A Fine levied at Westminster, on Oct. 6, 1283, indicates, I doubt 
not, the sale of his Manor of Bushbury by Boger de Buterlegh to 
Sir Hugh BumeU. The latter is Complainant , the former (by his 
Attorney, John de Buceham) is D^arciant of one messuage, three 
carucates of land, thirty acres of meadow, one hundred acres of 
wood, and 40s. rent, in Buss^biry, whereof was plea of convention. 
Roger recognized the right of Hugh (except as to the Advowson of 
the Church) ; — ^to hold to Hugh in inheritance, — ^under Boger and 
his heirs, at the rent of a sore sparrow-hawk : Hugh is said to pay 
the same premium for the Fine.^ Hence, on the death of Philip 
Bumel, son and heir of Hugh, in 1294, he was found to have held 
** certain lands in Busbury of the Lord of Butterleye, by render of 
a hawk (m«im).'' Another Inquisition shows that half the Manor 
of Bushbury was at the time in hands of certain merchants of 
Lucca, — a matter which I will speak of under Abdon.^^ During 
the Minority of Edward, the Lifant heir of Philip Bumel, Bushbury 
was, with other of his estates, given in custody to Ounceline de 
Badlesmere. After death of Gunceline, viz. on July 10, 1302, the 
Sjng orders an Inquest to ascertain whether he had committed waste 
in these estates, as the King had understood : the Jury returned 
that no toaste had been committed during Gunceline's custody.^^ 

Edward Bumel, deceased in 1215, was fotmd to have held half 



w Bot, Pip. 38, Hen. HI, Salop. 
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Rushbury immediatdy of Theobald de Verdon,^® — one of the Co- 
heirs of Lacy. 

The Feodary of March, 1316, gives John de Hanlo as joint Lord 
of Rushbury :^7 he had to wife the Sister and heir of Edward Bur- 
nell. So the Inquisition taken in March, 1317, on the death of 
Theobald de Verdon, states John de Hanlou to be holding half a 
Knight's-fee in Russhebury of the yearly value of 40*., in the Fief 
of the deceased Baron.^^ 

Wall sub Hbywood. — ^The settlement by Warner de Wililey 
and Petronilla his wife, which I have already quoted,^* speaks of 
Wilderhope, Walle under Heywode, and Rushbury as distinct 
Manors, and as if exclusively theirs to settle. This is only technical 
language, the parts of a Manor being often put for the whole, and 
vice versd. What Warner and Petronilla conveyed to Trustees was 
that which they had to convey, and therefore only their share of 
these reputed Manors. 

In 1250, Geoffirey de Langley assessed an arrentation of lid. on 
Petronilla de Kenley, for forest-encroachment in Wilderhope. Ar- 
rears of this rent are charged in her name in 1254, but it does not 
follow that she was still living : her age in 1250 must have been 
about eighty. 

In 1256, " Stephen de Buterleg held one hide in Walle sub Eywode 
of the heir of Walter de Lacy. He did suit to the Hundred, and 
gave the King, for stretward and motfee, 6d, per annum /^ — ^which 
payment, be it observed, was proportionable to only half a hide ; 
also, " Margery de Lacy held half a hide in the same, of the heir 
of Walter de Lacy, and as of the wardship of Nicholas de Wililey^s 
heir. She paid the King for stretward and motfee 6rf. per anmtm"^ 

Margery de Lacy was widow of Walter de Lacy, who died in 
1241, and whose Barony was now vested in his two Grand-daugh- 
ters. His Widow still retained her dower and inter alia, that 
Seigneural interest in Wall, which, during the minority of young 
Andrew de Wililey, entitled her to the custody of such lands as the 
said Andrew held of the Fief of Lacy. I have before related how, 
in 1256, Mai^ery de Lacy claimed to have the custody of this heir's 
person in respect of half a knight's-fee, late held by Nicholas, his 
Father, in Rushbury, and how the claim was resisted on account of 
De Wililey's feoflSnents in another Barony .^^ 



w Ibidem, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 
»7 ParUamentofy JFriis, IV, 397. 
w InquuUiong, 10 Edw. II, No. 75. 
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Juliana^ daughter of Warner, and conse'quently Aunt of Andrew 
de Wililey, held something in Rushbury, but whether in Wall or 
elsewhere, I cannot say. Under the name of Juliana de Kenley, 
daughter of Warner de Wilileg, she grants to John, son of Richard 
Torald, of Russeburi, for eight and a half merks, half of a virgate 
in Russeburi which Richard Torald and Robert Forester sometime 
held.*^ This I take to have been about the middle of the 13th 
century. A Pedigree which I have already given will show the 
further descent of De Wililey and Harley.^ 

In Easter Term, 1280, a Pine was levied at Westminster between 
Robert le Rydare, Plaintiff, and Richard Hobet, Clerk, Deforciant^ 
— of two messuages and a virgate in Walle sub Eywode, whereof 
was Plea of Convention. Robert acknowledged to have given the 
premises to Richard, who now concedes them to Robert, for life, at 
2rf. rent. — Reversion to Richard ; — to hold of the Chief Lords of 
the Fee.^ 

About 1310, Sir Richard de Brome, Chaplain, grants to Sir 
Richard de Harley, and Burgia his wife, a meadow in the fields of 
Rushbury, between the land of Edward Bumell and the water- 
course called Strebrok, which meadow the Grantor had bought of 
William Collyngs and Agnes his wife, for a merk, the which sum 
Richard de Harley now paid him. Witnesses : William de la Cote, 
John de Ploudene, William de Lotwych, Richard Sprenghose of 
Wulveston** (Willston). 

In March, 1316, Richard de Harley being dead, his Widow, 
under the name of Burga de Wililey, is returned as Lady of Rush- 
bury, together with the Heir of the Burnels,*® as before mentioned. 
In 12 Edw. II (1318-9), Burga de Harley had the King's grant of 
free-warren in Kenley, WiUey, Gretton, Wilderhope, and Rush- 
bury f^ all which, be it observed, were of her inheritance, not of 
her dower. In the same year, William, Lord of La Cote (Coates), 
sells to the same Burga, and Philip her son,^^ a plot of land in Gul- 
bury (now Gilberries), in the fee of Rushbury. Also in the same 



^ IhigdMi M8S. in Bibl, Mhm., VoL 
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* Philip de Harley was in Holy Orders, 
and became Bector of Willey in 1324. 
Vide supra, Vol. II, p. 60. 
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year^ Roger de Bitterleye^ ^^Lord of Asschebache/^ releases to 
Dame Biirga^ uridow of Sir Bichai*d de Harley^ to Philip her 8on, 
and to the heirs and assigns of said Bui^^ aU his right in the same 
plot.»» 

The tithes of .Wall subtus Eywode^ or 8^. thereof, are stated ia 
1495-6 to be receivable by the Convent-Kitchen of Wenlock.** 
Perhaps WestwaU, as being partly in the parish of Eaton, was the 
specific locality intended by this entry. 

Westwall. — The part of Rushbury thus named, contained a 
hide of land, which, in 1255, was held conjointly by Stephen de 
Buterleg, Margery de Lacy, and Bm^ de Wililey. The shares of 
the two last will have been held, one in right of custody of the Heir, 
the other in right of dower ; — held, that is, by the Suzerain^ and 
the Widow of the last Tenant in Fee, — Nicholas de Wihley : ftur- 
ther, these Coparceners held collectively under the heir of Walter de 
Lacy. They paid the King jointly 1^. per annum for Stretward 
and Motfee^ due on Westwall, and Stephen de Buterl^ did Suit to 
the Hundred.'^ 

I have mentioned under Faintree how, in 1272, Richard, son of 
John le Smyht, lost a messuage and some land in Westwal.'^ The 
same person, I think, under the name of Richard, son of John le 
Fevere, sued Richard fitz Walter, as Tenant, for a noke in Westwell, 
but it was proved that the Plaintiff had had an elder brother, Wil- 
liam, who had been seized of the premises, so the case fiedled, as a 
Suit of mort d'ancestre necessarily would under the circumstances.^ 
Whatever else relates to this now no longer distinct township, must 
be inferred from the account I give of the other members of Rush- 
bury. 

WiLDERHOFE. — ^This member of Rushbury has no distinct men- 
tion in the Inquisition of 1255 ; it was perhaps included under 
Westwall, perhaps accidentally omitted; its modem status as a joint 
township with Stanway is quite unwarranted by ancient precedent. 
I offer such notices of this Manor as are not already implied in my 
account of its feUow-members of Rushbury. 

It seems to have belonged partly to Petronilla de WiUley's share 
of Rushbury, partly to Stephen de Bitterley's. Sir Warner de 
Wililey, PetroniUa^s husband, before the year 1231, sold a viigate 
here to Richard fitz Osbert of Stanway. 



^ Bkkeway'B MSS. This deed had a 
seal ; — the device, a dog under a tree. 



» JRot Hundred, II, 71. 
» Supra, Vol. I, p. 164. 



» Hoginter at WiUey, fo. 32, b. » A»n«e«, 66 Hen. Ill, m, 12. 
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About the year 1260 Andrew^ Lord of Wililey, gives to the said 
Sidiard fitz Osbert a vii^ate in Grotiton (GrettoB) in exchange for 
the vii^te in Wildredhope^ bought by Richard from Sir Warner 
de Wililey ; he also grants him pessan and other privileges. Wit* 
nesses: Hugh, Lord of L^a (Hughley), Richard Sprenghos, Bichard, 
Parson of Bussburi, William de Plowden, John de la Cote, Roger 
Walwein.^ This Richard fitz Osbert, it i^ppears, married Alice, 
eldest daughter of Andrew de Wilderhope, and had with her, in 
Jrank^fnmriaffe, a meadow in Rushbury. William de Plowden, the 
second witness of the above deed, was of Wilderhope. In February, 
1263, he occurs on a local Inquest. 

Between 1286 and 1292 Philip Bumel, Lord of Rusbury, with 
assent of Sir Robert, lus Uncle, Bishop of Bath and Wells, grants 
to Richard de Harley, and Burga his wife, the homage of Rich- 
ard fitz Robert and of Richard Knotte, both of Wilderhope, and 
the rent which William fitz Richard fitz Reginald paid to said 
Philip and his Unde in Wilderhope, — ^all in exchange for such rent 
and service as Burga, or her Ancestors, had in Acton Pigod «nd 
Elecot. — Witnesses : Sir Roger Sprenghose, Sir William de Huge- 
ford, and Sir Ralph Sprenghose, ^Knights, Richard Bumel, John 
Honaud, Ralph de Picheford, and Thomas de Wythinton.*"^^ 

In 1297 Sibil, Relict of William de Brome, grants to Richard de 
Harley, Knight, and Burgia his wife, that meadow in Rushbury 
which Andrew de Wilderhope gave to Richard fitz Osbert of Stan- 
wey, in frank-marriage (as above mentioned). — ^Witnesses : Sir 
Ralph Sprenghose, Knight, Walter Sprenghose of Plesse (Plash), 
John Sprenghose of Wiluriston (WUlston).^ 

At the Assizes of 1292 John de Plouden sat as a Juror of Muns- 
low Hundred : his tenure is known to have been at Wilderhope. 

In 9 Edw. II (1315-6), Henry Smalemon of Stauweye grants to 
Sir Richard de Harleye, and Burga his wife, a plot of meadow in 
Rushbury called Fechemer. — ^Witnesses : Sir Roger Tyrel, knight, 
Richard Sprenghose, Lord of Pleysse (Plash), Sir Richard deLaver- 
den. Rector of the Church of Stoke St. Milburge.*^ 

On the death of Theobald de Verdon in 1317, Burga, widow of 
Richard de Harley, was said to have held half a fee in Wildredehope 



^ Blakeway'B MSS. 

* Ibidem ; — ^firom Wm. Mytton's Col- 
lection. — Sealed with two Seals, — one the 
Epifloopal Seal of Bishop Bumel, the other 



charged with a lion rampant. 
* Ibidem ; — ^from * Jones's ' Collection. 
V Ibidem. The aeal has for a Ic^gend, 

S* WrtLI F WiLLELMI El^WBTS. 
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of the deceased : its annual value was 50».^ This is a general state- 
ment, wherein Wildredehope represents the moiety of all Rush- 
bury as held by Harley, and as distinct from the moiety held 
by Hanlo. 

On Sept. 20 (1321, as I suppose), Roger, son of Roger de Brom- 
dene, grants to John, son of John de Ploudene, and Alice his wife, 
twelve acres in the fields of Wilderhope, which the Grantor bought 
from Roger, Brother of the 'Grantee. If the Grantee and h^ wife 
die without issue, remainder to William de Biritone. Witnesses : 
John de Fresthope, Thomas his son, William, Lord of Lotewiche, 
William fitz Maline, of the same. — Dated at Wilderhope, on Sun- 
day, in the vigil of St. Matthew the Evangelist, * * Edw. 11.^ 

In 16 Edw. II (1822-3), Richard, son of Sibil, relict of Roger de 
la Hulle, of Gretinton, grants to Henry, son of William Andrew of 
Wilderhope, ten acres in the fields of Wilderhope. — ^Witnesses: 
John Lord of Presthope, John de Hopton Lord of Esthope, Wil- 
liam Lord of Lotwyche, John son of John de Ploweden of Wilder- 
hope.*^ 

Eastwall. — ^We have seen that a Lady, whose Christian name is 
written both as Sibil and as Basilia, but who was doubtless a Fitz- 
Odo, carried an estate, described as in '^ Kotes and in Walle," to 
her husband, and that it descended to her daughter Eva; which 
Eva, with her husband, Walter de Witefeld, in the year 1200, re- 
covered further seizin of sixty acres in Rushbury as appurtenant to 
that estate. Premising that this estate was specifically in Eastwall 
and in Cotes, I proceed to say briefly how it descended. — Sibil fitz 
Odo, as I presume to call her, was wife of a Lord of Longford, whose 
name is unknown. Both Sibil and her husband were deceased 
before 1165, when King Henry II had given Eva, their daughter 
and heir, in marriage to Robert de Brinton. The latter, sometimes 
known as Robert de Longford, was deceased in 1191, when Eva had 
remarried to Walter de Witefeld. Hence the appearance of the 
latter in the Suit of 1200. Eva's eventual successor was however 
Adam de Brinton, her son by her first husband. This Adam died, 
I believe, about Jan. 1235, and was succeeded by a son and heir, 
Adam de Brinton (II), who was living in 1255. Meanwhile one of 
this succession had enfeoffed Sprenghose of Longnor, in all their 



» InqumHow, 10 Edw. II, No. 71. 

* Skkefwaj's MSS. The jear is omit- 
ted, but Sept. 20 onlj fell on Sunday in 
two yesni of Edward IFb reign, vis. the 



4th and 16th ; — or A.i>. 1310 and 1321. 
The laat seema the moat probable year 
for this Deed. 
^ Ibidem j — from * Jone8*8' CoUectbn. 
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estate at Coates and Eastwall. Therefore in the Munslow Inquest 
of 1255^ it is said that ^^ Roger Sprenghose holds one hide of land 
in Estwalle of Adam de Brinton^ and he does no suit either to County 
or Hundred^ but pays the King I2d. per annum for stretward and 
motfee,*^^^ I should add to this Return^ that Adam de Brinton pro- 
bably held under the heir of Nicholas de WUiley, the said heir under 
Margery de Lacy^ the said Margery^ in dower^ under the heirs of 
Walter de Lacy^ and the said heirs^ in capite, of the Crown ; — a 
good instance of multiplied subinfeudation, but to which another 
step is added in a case presently to be cited. 

In 9 Edw. II (1315-6), I find Roger Sprenghose, ''Lord of Ast- 
wall/^ granting a power of Attorney, but for what purpose does not 
appear. It is tested by William, Lord of La Cote, Philip de la Cote, 
and John de Ploudene. This Deed is probably connected with an« 
other, attested by the same persons, whereby Sir Ralph Sprenchose 
grants to WiUiam de Neteleg and Isota his ¥nife sl place of land late 
Rog^r de la Lak^s.^ 

CoATEs. — ^This member of Rushbury went in the same feudal 
ratio as Eastwall ; but before 1255 some Sprenghose had suben- 
feofifed an Under-Tenant in the vill. John de Cotes, one of the line 
of these Under-Tenants, was deceased in 1255, whence the Muns- 
low Jurors of that year made the following return: — '' John de 
Qatacre holds the hamlet of Cot^ for half a hide of land, in name of 
guardianship of the heir of John de Cot^, which heir should hold of 
Roger Sprenghose. The Hamlet does no suit to County or Hun- 
dred, but pays the King 6rf. annually for stretward and motfee.^^ 
It is needless to repeat the scale of tenures under which Roger 
Sprenghose held.^ 

The heir of John de Cotes, under age in 1255, was apparently of 
full age before the death of Andrew de Wililey, whose deed, above 
cited, he attests as '' John de la Cote/^ The same person was Juror 
on a neighbouring Inquest in February, 1263. However William 
de Cotes is the name entered, and then cancelled, on the Munslow 
Jury-List of 1272 ; — ^which William (together with John de WaUe 
and William fitz Robert of WaUe) appears on a neighbouring In- 
quest in the ejxd of 1273, and again on the Munslow Jury-List of 



^ Sot Hundred, II, 71. 

^ Blakewtu^s JParoehial Noticet, Vol. 
I, p. 224. These two Deeds are giyen bj 
Blakenray in his Collections for Eaton 



under Heywood. The eeoond deed calls 
William and Philip do la Cote brothers. 
^ Sot Hundred, II, 70. 
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1292. I have no other notices of this family except as Witnesses 
of Deeds^ — ^a matter to which the Index makes sufficient reference. 

BUSHBURY CHURCH. 

The Antiquity of this Churchy slightly indicated by its architec- 
tural remains^ and supported by no direct early mention, may yet 
be deduced from a circumstance. I have already alluded to the 
interest which Hugh de Laci (who died before Domesday was com- 
piled) and his Son^ Roger (the Domesday Baron)^ took in the Priory 
dedicated to' St. Peter, St. Paul, and St. Guthlac, at Hereford.^ It 
appears to me that one of these Barons foilnded the Church of 
Bushbury and gave it to the said Priory, and that the rightof the 
Priory was afterwards represented by a portion or pension, as was 
usual in these very ancient grants of Churches. Hence in 1291 
we find the Church of Byssebury, in the Deanery of Wenlock, va- 
lued at £18. 6s, Sd, per annum, besides a portion of ISs. 4flf. which 
the Prior of Hereford had in the same :** moreover the Bector of 
Bushbury had at this time a portion of 2s. from the Church of 
Hope-Boudler, a totally different matter, of which I will speak 
when I come to Hope Boudler. 

In 1341 the Taa^ation of the Church of Buschebury is correctly 
quoted as twenty-one merks (£14.), L e, at the value of the Bectory 
and St. Ghithlac's pension combined: — ^but the Assessors of the 
Ninth taxed the Parish only at £5. The reasons were destruction 
of wheat by tempest, murrain of sheep, poverty and desertion of 
Tenants, and because the Glebe and Alterages went to swell the 
Chufch-taxation but were not computable in the Ninth.^ 

In 1534-5 the Church of Busburye, of which Owyu Hinsmon 
was Bector, was valued at £19. lbs. 4d. per annum, in Glebe, 
Tithes, and Oblations; which income is only stated to be charge- 
able with a deduction of 7s. Sd. for Archdeacon's Procurations and 
Synodals.*7 The Prior of St. Guthlac's Pension had evidentiy 
ceased, and the ootemporary Valuations of his inc(Hne do not em- 
body any such item.^ 

BAKLY INCUMBENTS.* 

BicHARD, Bector of Bushbury, has already occurred to us in 
1250,^° and is mentioned twice in deeds of earlier date than 1265. 

** Supra* Vol. H, pp. 147-8. | « MonaHieon, IH, 626-7. 

• Pope Niek, Taxation, p. 167, b. ' « From Blakeway's M8S. 

^ InqttuiUomet Nouarum, p. 186. | ^ Supni, p. 96. 
^ Valor EccUHMticus, III, 209! 
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Simon, Rector of Rushbory and Bitterley, has a year's lioense 
for study in 1278, and letters of Protection in 1294.^^ 

Philip de Harleye, Subdeaoon, was instituted January 19, 
1315, on presentation of Sir Edward BumeU. He has at the same 
time license to study {vacare scolastids). He died in 1357, when, 
on August 7, — 

Richard be Ghelmebbwich, Chaplain, brother of Reginald de 
Chelmedewich and of Roger, Rector of Hope-Boudler, was insti- 
tuted on presentation of Sir Nicholas Bumell. He oocuib as Rector 
in 1361 ; but on Nov. 24 of that year, — 

Henry de Berkeford, Priest, was admitted ; — Patron, Sir Ni- 
cholas Bumell. 

Sir John de Stretton, Chaplain, was admitted, Aug. 2, 1369, 
on presentation of the same. 

Thomas de Newport, Chaplain, resigned this benefice in 1388, 
and on July 11, — 

Henry Cotesmerb, Chaplain, was admitted ; — Patron, Sir Hugh 
Bumel, Lord of Helgot and WeoUeye (Weoly, Worcestershire}. 
He resigned in 1395, and, on Oct. 1, — 

Roger Hay was admitted, on presentation of the same. 
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Domesday spealLs thus of this divided Manor : — 
" The same Rainald (the Sheriff), together with one Robert, holds 
Orotintune of the Earl, and Odo holds it of them. Alric and Otro 
held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors. Here are two hides geld- 
able. Those Thanes (Alric and Otro) were firee. Here are v Vil- 
lains with II ox-teams, and there might be here two teams more. 
In time of King Edward the Manor was worth 32^.; now it is 
worth lOtf. : when they (Rainald and Robert) received it, it was 
waste.^^ ^ 

I will speak first of the moiety (1 hide) of Gretton, held by Odo 
and his descendants under Rainald and his Successors, the Fitz- 
Alans. It followed the ordinary course of Odo's succession till the 
death of Roger fitz Odo, when Thomas fitz Odo, his relation, and 

" Prynme, HI, 698. | > DomMday, fo. 264, a. 2. 

IV. 14 
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probably his Feoffee here, is found giving it up to Petronilla fits 
Odo on her marriage with Warner de Wililey.* This was about 
1185^ and the premises surrendered were a hide of land and a Mill 
in Grotintun, besides Kenley. 

I have given the Fine by which, in June, 1194, and apparently 
after some demur, Thomas fitz Odo and Roger his Brother con- 
firmed the above transfer.^ A dispute again arose in the Autumn 
of the same year, but it was in relation to Kenley only, where we 
will speak of it. Thomas fitz Odo was deceased on July 1, 1213, 
when Margery his Widow appeared by Attorney at Westminster 
claiming her dower, against Warner de Wililey and Petronilla his 
Wife : she claimed thirds in three and a half virgates in Kenley 
and in a hide of land and a Mill at Grotinton. Warner de Wililey 
would not reply to her claim without his Warrantor^ viz. Thomas, 
Margery's son. The Court ordered the latter to appear on Oct. 6.* 

On that day Jundewin de Esthop, Attorney of Warner and Pe- 
tronilla de Wililey, essoiffned himself in the suit of dower against 
Margery de Chabbenour. A further day (Nov. 10) was given. This 
apparently trivial entry identifies Thomas fitz Odo, Margery's late 
husband, with one who has occurred to us elsewhere both under 
that name and as Thomas de Chabbenour or Thomas de Tasley : of 
him I have still more to say presently. 

The suit of dower above mentioned was long unsettled, owing 
probably to those national disturbances which 1 have so often al- 
luded to, as impeding at this period the routine of all public busi- 
ness. — On Nov. 3, 1218, a Fine was levied at Westminster between 
Mai^ery de Chabbenore, Plaintiff (through her Attorney Alexander 
de Chabbenore), and Warner de Wililee, Tenant, of one-third of the 
whole villoi Kenele, and one- third of -half the villoi Gretinton, 
together with the Mill, which thirds Margery claimed as her rea- 
sonable dower in the free tenement which was Thomas fitz Odo's, 
formerly her husband, in the same vills, and concerning which there 
was Suit at Law, etc. Now Margery remits all claim in the name 
of dower, and for that concession Warner gives her ten merks.* 

It follows therefore that Marger3r's claim was a sound one ; in 
other words, she was wife of Thomas fitz Odo before he first gave 
up seizin of Kenley and half Gretton in &vour of Petronilla, and 
nothing had since occurred to bar Margery's dower therein. 

It appears that Gretton MiU was conveyed by some one to Wom- 

3 Yol. II, p. 63. « Pede9 Fimum, 8 Hen. Ill, Salop. 

^ PlacUay Trin. Term, 15 John, m. 15. 
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bridge Priory^ and that in 1236 the Prior's Feoffee or Assignee 
thereof was one Walter de Acton. The latter being impleaded for 
the same by Petronilla de Kenley (now widow of Warner de Wililey), 
called Henry Prior of Wombridge to warranty. The Prior appeared 
in warranty^ bnt was obliged by Fine of Nov. 21, 1236, to com- 
pound Petronilla's claim by paying her six merks.^ 

The succession of this moiety of Gretton was identical with that 
of Petronilla's other estates. Hence, in 1255, the Munslow Jurors 
reported that ^'Dame Burtha (read Burga), Relict of Nicholas de 
Wilileg, held one hide of land in the vUl of Gretiton of John fitz 
Alan, and in the name of wardship of Ralph (read Andrew) her 
Son, who was under age.'' ^ 

I have given under Wilderhope the deed whereby soon afterwards 
Andrew de Wililey, now of age, exchanged a virgate in Gretton for 
a virgate in Wilderhope.'^ 

The Feodary of 1284 tells us that Roger de TuUington holds the 
viU of Gretinton in right of his wife, who holds it in dower of the 
heir of Fitz Alan, by a fourth part of a Knight's-Fee, and the said 
Heir holds it in capite,^ 

Premising that only half Gretton was thus held of the heir of 
Fitz Alan, but not questioning that Roger de TuUington held the 
other half of a different Fief, I can only guess who Roger de Tul- 
lington was. I suppose him to have been the second husband of 
that daughter of Walter de Hugford, whose first husband, Andrew 
de Williley, feU at Evesham in 1265. If so, she will have had 
Gretton in dower. 

The other moiety of Gretton, viz. that hide which one Robert 
held at Domesday of the Earl, and which Odo held mider Robert, 
has a somewhat various history to the last. The Domesday Mesne- 
Lords of each moiety were different, though they had a Tenant in 
common : of course, at the forfeiture of the Norman Earls, Robert's 
Tenure became a Tenure in capite of the Crown. But of any Robert 
as a Tenant in capite under Henry I, I know nothing, neither in- 
deed do I know who the Robert mentioned in Domesday was ; I 
think however that his mesne interest in half Gretton must have 
vanished with that of the Norman Earls ; it probably reverted to 
Henry I, either by lapse or forfeiture. The ordinary result in such 
a case would be that Odo would become Tenant in capite of this 
moiety. Nevertheless I think that Henry I did not allow the mesne 



* Ibidem, 19 Hen. Ill, Stdop. 

* Mot. Hutidred, II, 70. 
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" Kirby*9 QueH. 
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interest of Robert to become quite extinct^ but granted it in some 
sort to his Vieeroy^ Richard de Belmeis. 

And now for any foct or hint which may serve to illustrate this 
curious question. — I first remark how Philip de Belmeis^ Charters 
of 1138-9 and circa 1145 are attested^ one by Philip fitz Odo^ the 
other by the same Philip and Roger his Brother.' This is con« 
sistent with^ if it does not suggest^ the idea that the G-rantor and 
Witnesses stood in the relation of Lord and Vassal. 

In 1230^ Roger la Zouche was suing several Tenants in Salop^ 
Sussex^ and Devonshire^ in a placitwn servitii, i. e, to compel them 
to perform due service to himself as their Suzerain. Petronilla de 
Kenley appears to have been the Shropshire Tenant,^^ but I do not 
find the result of the Suit. 

In 1255^ the Representative of Philip de Belmeis was Alan la 
Zouch^ as I have shown under Tong, also the Representative of 
Philip fitz Odo was Andrew, infant Son of Nicholas de Wililey. 
When therefore in that year we find that Robert de Beumys holds 
a moiety (one hide) of Gretton under Alan la Zouche, and holds it 
as Gustos of so much of Andrew de Wililey^s estate/^ — ^we have the 
presumed tenure of 1138-9 clearly reasserted after an interval of 
more than a Century. This moiety then of Gretton had never left 
the tenure-in-fee of Odo^s eldest representative, and both moieties 
were now reunited. The collective Manor in 1256 did Smt to 
neither County nor Hundred, but paid the King Stretward and 
Motfee according to the estimated hidage, viz. 2^. per atmum}^ 

I have nothing more to say as to the Seigneural interests of Fitz 
Alan or La Zouch, nor yet of the Tenant-interest of WiUil^ and 
Harley in Gretton. All three continued in the ordinary succession 
of each house till a later period than that which I have to deal 
with. 

The only Under-tenants here, whom I shall mention, were 
the Wife of Robert Coterel and Matilda^ the Widow of D. Coterel, 
assessed by the Regarders of the Long Forest in 1109 : also Wil- 
liam Coterel de Gretinton liable for some suretyship in 1262, and 
Roger Coterel de Grotinton assessed at the same time for veri, bat 
excused as being out of regard. 

* SuprS) Vol. II, pp. 203, 205. | memb. 13 dono. 

w Placita, HiU. Term, 14 Hen. Ill, | » Hot Hundred, II, 70. 



109 



JStJiitlkton. 



This Manor is noticed in Domesday as follows : — 

^'The same Rainald (the Sheriff) holds Broctnne (of the Earl), 
and Richard (holds it) of him. Semser^ Eliard, and Eduin held it 
(in Saxon times)^ and were free together with this land. Here are 
II hides geldable. In demesne there is half an ox-team and (there 
are) ii Ser&^ iii Villains^ ii Boors and i Frenchman; with i Team 
amongst them aU; and yet there might be iiii more Teams here. 
In time of King Edward the Manor was worth 28^. (per annum) ; 
now it is worth I5«. : when he (Rainald) received it^ he found it 
waste.'^ ^ 

From Richard, the Domesday Tenant of Rainald, descended, as 
I think, a family which took its name from this Manor. The first 
who occurs after Richard was Nicholas de Brotton, entered in 1165 
as holding by service of two Muntators, under the Barony of Fitz- 
Alan.^ His Tenure was of old feoffmentj and doubtless consisted 
of Brockton and Lutwych. 

Among the men of Shropshire who were amerced for Forest- 
trespass in 1176-7 by King Henry II, Nicholas de Brocton answers 
for one merk. Soon after this, I believe Nicholas to have been suc- 
ceeded by a son Robert, of whom I shall speak presently under 
Corve. Robert fitz Nicholas was in turn, I think, succeeded by a 
son William, who at the Assizes of October, 1203, under the name 
of William de Brocton, was found to have disseized Ulger the Canon 
of his free tenement in Brocton ; — for which he had to pay Qd, 
damages and a fine to the Crown of half & merk :^ I shall mention 
him again as '^William fitz Robert" under Corve. 

The first entry on the Assize Roll of November, 1221, concerns 
Hugh de Brocton, successor, I suppose, of William. He sued 
Richard Lugein, Tenant, for a virgate in Broctun. Richard put 
himself on the King's Grand-Assize, and sixteen Knights were 
duly empanelled to try the case. Then the parties accorded, Hugh 
giving the King a merk for license thereunto. Their Fine is pre- 
served, but conveys no further particulars than that Hugh de 



I 



Dometdagf, fo. 254, b. 1. 
3 Liber Niger, 1, 144. 



3 Supra, YoL I, p. 118, noU 58. 
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Brocton renounoed his claim for 20^.^ and that the suit had been 
originally one of mort ePancestre. 

In August^ 1226^ Hugh de Brochton appears on a great Jury of 
the County^ which had to investigate certain matters connected with 
the Forest of Stiperstones. On March 12^ 1227^ Hugh de Bracton 
is the third of the lay attendants at the Prior of Wenlock's Court 
at Burton^ so often alluded to. 

In or about 1240, Robert de Brocton appears as Lord of Brocton, 
holding half a knight's-fee there of the Barony of Pitz-Alan.* His 
Successor, and almost certainly his son, was Thomas de Brocton, 
whom the Munslow Jurors of 1255 found to be holding Brocton, 
for one hide and one-third of a hide, under John fitz Alan. He did 
suit to the Hundred both for Brocton and Lutwych, which latter was 
held under him by a Feoffee. He paid the King 16rf. annually for 
Stretward and Motfee due on Brocton,^ and such was the sum which, 
according to the average of Manors in Mimslow Hundred, was charge- 
able on any Manor of the extent specified. 

'At the Assizes of January, 1256, Thomas de Brocton was sued, 
under the name of Thomas fitz Robert, for disseizing Roger de 
Kilmescott (Skimblescott) of a right of commovr-pasture over two 
hundred acres in Brocton, which right Roger claimed as appertain- 
ing to his free tenement in Skimblescott. Thomas showed that the 
Plaintiff had never enjoyed this right, except as a matter of favour, 
and because he at one time did suit to Thomas's Mill in Brocton. 
The Plaintiff lost the cause.® . 

I find Thomas de Brocton sitting on a local Inquest in December, 
1258, as also on the Jury for Munslow Hundred, at the Inquisition 
of 1274. A trespass which he then had resisted, and his subse- 
quent treatment by the Sheriff, I have already detailed.^ 

In 1284, John de Brocton was holding the vill of Brocton, by 
half a knight's-fce, under the heir of Fitz- Alan.® At the Assizes 
of 1292 he was a Juror for Munslow Hundred, and in March, 
1316, he was still in possession here.' His intermediate appear- 
ances on local Juries, or as a witness of private deeds, it is unne- 
cessary to enumerate. 



« Testa de NeviU, 4A, 48, 49. 

» Mot. Hundred, II, 71. It wiU be ob- 
served that Brockton had lost a third of 
it« Domesday hidoffe. The same remark 
applies to Lutwycheand Abdon, also Fits- 
Alan Manors in Fatinton Hundred. 



^ Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, memb. 4. 

7 Supra, p. 45. 

SB Kirby's Quest. (MunsUno Hundred) 
and Parliamentary JVrits, TV, 398.— Both 
statements must be taken to include Lut- 
wyche. 
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Ill 



As regards any Under-Tenants in Brockton^ I can only instance 
a Deed whereby, between the years 1256 and 1269, Nicholas. fitz 
Robert of Waltone gave to Wenlock Priory 5s. rent, for support of 
the lights of the Church of St. Milburg and the Chapel of St. 
Mary ; — payable to the Sacristan of Wenlock, and due irom Nicho- 
las fitz Alan of Brocton.^^ 

COEVE. 

This vill or township has long ceased to exist. We know how- 
ever that it stood on the bank of the Corve, and there can be little 
doubt that its whereabout is indicated in the still existing name of 
Corve-bam.^^ That Corve was originally a member of Brockton I 
am Ailly convinced. That^ a certain seignoral interest obtained 
here, by the Prior of Wenlock, in the twelfth century, should have 
detached Corve from Munslow Hundred, and annexed it to Wen- 
lock Liberty, is a matter of no surprise, but rather in keeping with 
all analogy. I commence however with a period antecedent to that 
at which the Prior of Wenlock obtained ingress here, viz. while 
Corve was still of the Fee of Brockton, and at the disposal of 
Robert fitz Nicholas, presumed Lord of Brockton. He granted it 
in fee to Ralph fitz Edward, as we learn from that invaluable 
Charter,^^ to which I have so often referred, and which I have sup- 
posed to have passed about 1180. 

I now give this Charter entire : — 

"Notum sit tam presentibus quam futuris quod ego Robertus filius 
Nicholai concessi Corvet, tam in bosco quam in piano, in pratis 
necnon et in aquis et in universis suis pertinentiis, Radulfo filio Ed- 
wardi et heredibus suis, in feudo et hereditate, perpetuo tefaendam 
de me et heredibus meis, lihere et quiete ab omni servicio per cen- 
sum XV solidorum annuatim, propter homt^um quod fecit mihi et 



w Blakeway'B MSS. This deed is at- 
tested hj Hugh Lord .of Lega, Boger do 
Pivelesdone, Kalph de Cakilege, Hugh 
Lord of Patiton, Kalph de Presthope, 
Robert Lord of Harley, William de 
Mughale, John Lord of Esthope, and 
Plulip Lord of Benthall. — 

A Kent of 5«. in Brocton is entered 
among the receipts of the Sacristan of 
Wenlock, early in the sixteenth Century 
(R^;ister, fo. 31, b). 

" Gorre, if manorially a member of 
Brockton, was, in all probability, a mem- 



ber of Long Stanton, parochially, for 
Brockton itself is ia the latter Parish; 
howeyer Corve-Bam is now within the 
Parish of Monk-Hopton« The whole 
matter is obscure and perplexing, and 
nothing but a Wenlock Chartulary can 
enlighten it. However I am not sure 
that the Franchises of Wenlock Priory 
were not adequate to disturb eren paro- 
chial boundaries. 

^ In possession of Mr. Gteorge Morris, 
of Shrewsbury. 
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duas marcas argenti quas dedit in introitu^et uxori me® trea solidoB. 
His testibus: Roberto filio Aer. Williekao Goon^ Roberto Oualensi, 
Simone de Stantimia^ Warino de Burwardsleiay Ricardo de LijQleia» 
Wamerio de Wilileia^ Hugone de Patinton et Johanne fiUo ejus^ 
Walterio Capellaiio de Stantun^ Ivengrdo CapeUano de Hopton^ 
Reimundo et Rogerio de Hopton, Tboma de Hactun et Rogerio 
firatre ejm, Thoma de Leia et Willielmo fratre ejus, Herberto Cle- 
rico de Dudinton et Memun fratre ejus, Simone Bungi, Williebno 
de Berdeleia, Adam de Hait\^' 

Who Ralph fitz Edward, thus enfeoffed, was, I cannot say, nor 
whether Walter de Corve and Thomas de Corve, who suooeeded 
him, did so as his heirs or only as his Under-Tenants. Be that as 
it may, at the Assises of 1208 the said Walter and Thomas were 
found to have a better right to hold two carucates in Corve than 
William fitz Robert,^^ whom I have already set down as the cotem- 
porary Lord of Brockton. 

The successor of Walter de Corve seems to have been John de 
Corve, the successor of Thomas de Corve to have been his son 
Philip. The said John and Philip are respectively first Witness and 
Grantee in a charter which I have given under Patton, and dated 
about 1230.^^ ' That which Philip took under the said Deed he 
afterwards conveyed to Thomas, son (and I imagine younger son) 
of John de Corve. This second Deed, which passed I think about 
1241, runs briefly as follows : — 

'' Philippus filius Thom» de Corve dedi Thomas filio Johannis de 
Corve genito de Juliana uxore sua de Staunton pro homagio suo 
unam acram de assarto in Kalveleye, quam emi de Stephano domino 
de Patiton. Habendam de me, etc. Reddendo 2d. Hiis testibus : 
Ricardo de Thuongland, Rogerio de Midlinghope, Thoma de Esthop, 
Johanne Tece, Willielmo le Masun de Mughale, Rogerio de Thuong- 
land, Roberto filio Henrid de Thuongland, Rogerio Clerioo hujus 
cartas notorio et m: a:."^* 

About this time, or perhaps rather later, John de Corve and Ri- 
chard his son (I think his eldest son), attest a Deed which I shall 
give under Lutwyche. 

In 1255 John de Corve was still living, and was apparently the 
sole Tenant of whatever had passed to Ralph fitz Edward under the 
nunc of " CoTvet" in or about 1180, and at the same rent, viz. 15s. 
But the intermediate ascendency of Wenlock Priory had disturbed 



" Asfizegy 5 John, memb. 4. 



^* Supra, p. 44. of Shrewsbury. 



" In poeaession of Mr. Qwrgd Morns, 
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the arrangement of the original deed of feoffment^ for 78, of John 
de Corvc^s rent of Conre was payable to the Prior, while the re- 
maining 8*. was payable to Robert de Emsteleg, of whom he is 
said to hold the whole Manor, but of whom I know nothing directly, 
and cannot even surmise how he could in any way represent the 
Lords of Brockton. At the same time (1265) Corve had been re- 
moved from Munslow Hundred to Wenlock Liberty. John de Corve 
did suit to the Prior's Court, and his tenure was estimated only as 
one virgate.^* 

John de Corve was succeeded by Richard de Corve, probably his 
son, already mentioned. Richard sat among the Jurors for Wen- 
lock Liberty at the Assizes of October, 1272, as weU as at the In- 
quisition of November, 1274. Again, at the Assizes of 1292, he 
was a Juror of the Liberty, and in May, 1296, his name appears on 
a local Inquest. On October 20, 1300, a Pine was levied at York 
between William son of Thomas de Lotwich, Plaintiff, and Robert 
de Westbradeleye and Alice his wife, Impedients, of a third part of 
one messuage, one virgate of land, two acres of meadow, and two 
acres of wood in Corve, whereof was Plea of Warranty of Charter, 
Robert and Alice acknowledged to have given the premises to the 
Plaintiff, — to hold of the Lords of the Fee. For this the Plaintiff' 
paid them 40*.^^ 

In 13 Hen. VIII (1521-2) th^ Foreiffn Rent-RoU of Wenlock 
Priory enters Corve among the villa and tenements which were ap- 
parently held in fee, but the free-rent of Ralph Poynor, the only 
Tenant mentioned, was merely 8rf. A Rent of 2^. 6d. in Brocton 
is entered as not obtainable {non levabilis) }^ The Minister's Ac- 
counts of 1541-2 give the last rent {2s, 6d,) among the assets of 
the dissolved Priory.^' 



ILuttoptJe* 



This was formerly a Manor in itself, and was thus described in 
Domesday: — "The same Rainald (the Sheriff) holds Loteis (of the 

^ Sot Swndred, H, 85. I » Begister at WiUey, fo. 89. 

*^ Pede9 Mnium, 28 Edw. I, Salop. < *' MonaHieon, Y, 81, a. 

IV. 15 
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Earl)^ and Richard (holds it) of him. Goduin held it (in Saxon 
times) ^ and was a free man. Here is i hide geldable. In demesne 
is I ox-team^ and (ther6 are) ii Neatherds, i Villain, and i Boor 
with half a team. Its former and present value is Ss. (per an- 
num)."^ 

Richard, who thus held Lutwyche under Rainald, was identical 
with Richard, Rainald's Tenant at Brockton : consequently his suc- 
cessors, the Lords of l^rockton, were mesne Lords of Lutwyche. 
But one of these Lords of Brockton at an early period granted 
Lutwyche in fee to an Under-Tenant whose descendants took name 
from the place. The first of these of whom I find mention was 
William de Lotwich. He occurs in 1203 as Surety for a debt of 
five merks which Hamo Marscot (another Fitz-Alan Tenant) had 
contracted with the Crown. 

Next came Herbert de Lutwyche, whose son William is last wit- 
ness in the following deed, which seems to me to have passed aboat 
1240, and to be the act of an Under-Tenant of the said William : — 
" William fitz Robert of Lotwyche, with consent of his wife and 
heirs, sells to Henry Clerk, son of WiUiam, Beadle of Esthop, for 
life of the lessee, an acre of land with the meadow at the top 
thereof, situate between lands of Richard de Kilmescot and Wil- 
liam de Esthop, for 7s, paid down and an annual rent of 2d, 
Henry is to take marl from the premises sufficient for an acre of 
land, and the Lessor is to take marl for his own land, but if, in so 
doing, he injures the Lessee's land, he shaU give him an equivalent 
elsewhere. — Witnesses : Richard de Midelhope, Thomas de Esthop, 
Hugh de Patinton, Roger Parson of Esthop, William de Lot- 
wyche.*^ ^ 

Another deed of the same William fitz Robert passed perhaps 
five years later, and exhibits him as selling his whole estate in Lut- 
wyche as held under William de Lutwyche, his Lord : — " William 
fitz Robert de Lotwich, with consent of William, Lord of Lotwich, 
and of his (William fitz Robert's) heirs, gives to Peter, son of Ste* 
phen Lord of Patinton, a messuage in Lotwich, between the tene- 
ment which Herbert de Lotwich sometime held and the Garden of 
the Lord of Lotwich : — gives also all those lands which he, William 
fitz Robert, at any time held of Herbert, Lord of Lotwich, and of 
William his Son, viz. half a virgate thus sometime held, and two 
acres in the field towards Wildredhope which the Grantor's father 



^ Domesday y fo. 251, b, 1. 

2 This and all other Deeds quoted ander 



Lutwyche are in possession of Mr. George 
Morris of Shrewsbury. 
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Robert assarted, and two and a half acres ^ in Lotwich. And for a 
certain croft, once held by the Grantor's Father, the Grantor will 
give in exchange an acre elsewhere : he also giyes another acre imder 
Bileburie : — all this in consideration of a sum of eight merks paid 
to the Grantor in his great necessity : — To hold to the Grantee and 
his heirs, — paying to the Lord of Lotwich 3^. per annum for the 
half viigate; 44, for the two acres; 7d. for the acre given in ex- 
change and for the two and a half acres ; and Id. for the acre under 
Bileburie ; by even half-yearly payments of 2*. each : — paying also 
to the Girantor a pair of gloves, value ^rf., or a halfpenny every 
Michaelmas. If the Grantee have ten swine in the peson^ of the 
Lord of Lotwich, he shall give one to the said Lord ; if he have 
more than ten, he shall still give but one, as was contained in a 
Charter held by William fitz Robert. — Witnesses : Thomas de 
Esthop, Hugh de Patintun, William de Lotwich, Ralph de Pres- 
thop, Roger de Girros, Roger his son, John de Corve, Richard his 
son, Hamo de Laverden.^' 

The next deed which I shall quote is a transfer of the whole te- 
nement thus acquired by Peter fitz Stephen, the only difference 
being that in lieu of the ^d. or glove-rent reserved to William fitz 
Robert, a rent of 5d. is reserved to William de Stanton : — ^' Peter, 
s6n of Stephen de Patintone, sells and quit-claims to Thomas fitz 
Roger, of Weston, all his right in the land which he held within 
thet»//of Lotwys, and witliout, in the fields of Lotwys ; — for fifteen 
merks : — to hold to the Grantee and his heirs, quit of the Grantor 
and his heirs ; — ^rendering to the Lord of Lotwys 4*. yearly, and 
to William de Stanton 5d, B,t Michaelmas. — W^itnesses: Roger 
de Kylmescote, William Lord of Lotwys, Adam Lugein, Richard 
Smalemon, Henry le Hethene, William fitz Roger of Lotwis, 
William Greythe.'^ This deed I take to have passed between the 
years 1260 and 1270, which will also be nearly the limits of the 
following : — '^ William Lord of Lotwys, gives to Thomas fitz Roger, 
of Weston, thirteen acres and two small meadows, whereof eleven 
acres lay in the moor of Lotwys and two acres in the field towards 
Wylderhope, intermixed with lands of Master William de Lavcr- 
den, William Greithe, Hugh de Patiton, Walter fitz Roger fitz 



' These two and ahalf acres seem to be 
further described thus : — " One acre near 
the Green-waj towards Longefeld, one 
acre which William fitz Hamo assarted, 
and half an acre near the land assarted 



by the Grantor's Father." 

* Pesan or Pesaon — the mast of oakp, 
or the money taken for the same when let 
out to Tenants. 
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Simon of Walle, Ychenard Wole of Wenlock, William de Stanton, 
William Vicar of Wenlock, William Knight, and Richard de Kyi- 
mescote. — ^This for twelve merks paid down ; — to hold to the Grantee, 
his heirs and assigns^ for a rent of 26d. payable on St. Martm^s 
day. — ^Witnesses : Hugh Lord of Patiton, Thomas Lord of Broc- 
ton, Roger de Kylmescote, Roger de Weston, Roger le Girros, 
Henry le Hethene^ Richard Smalemon of Laverden^ William de 
Plouden.*^ 

The same grants to the same, for 12^. paid down and a rent of 
4rf. payable at Michaelmas^ two acres in the field of Lotwys. — 
Witnesses : Alan de Laverden, Adam Lugein^ Henry le Hethen, 
Richard Smalemon, Richard de la More^ Roger de Kilmesoote, 
William fitz Roger of Lotwis. 

Again, William Lord of Lotwys gives to Thomas fitz Jeldwyn of 
Esthope, for his homage and for 14«. paid, two and a half acres 
in the field of Lotwys, bounded on one side by the division of 
the fields of Esthope and of Lotwys, on the other by land of 
the Feoffee. — For * * * pence rent, payable by the Feoffeei and 
his heirs at Michaelmas. — Witnesses : John de Esthop, Thomas 
de Brocton, Hugh de Patiton, Roger de Kylmescote, William de 
Ploedene, William Smith (Faber) of Esthope, Henry Smith of the 
same. 

William Lord of Lutwyche, thus named in so many deeds^ ap- 
pears at the Inquisition of Munslow Hundred in 1255^ though the 
Manor is estimated at one-third les6 than its Domesday hidage : — 
" William de Lotwich holds Lotwich, for a third part of two hides, 
of Thomas de Brocton. He does no suit to the Hundred, because 
said Thomas does stdt for him, but he pays the King Sd. annually 
for stretward and motfee?^ ^ 

In 1262^ William de Lutwyche appears as a Begarder of the 
Royal Forests, but Airther I cannot say of him. 

In 1300 we have had mention of another William, son of Thomas 
de Lutwyche, possibly identical with William de Lotwych, who at- 
tests a Rushbury Deed about 1310^ and with William Lord of Lote- 
wiche, who similarly attests in 1321. t 

* Eot. Sundred, 11^ 71. The Record omits the further fact that Thomaa dc Brocton 
held under Fitz- Alan. 
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" The same Rainald (the Sherift") holds Stope of the Earl, and 
Pulcher (holds it) of him. Emu and Uluric held it (in Saxon 
times) and were firee. Here are ii hides geldable. In demesne is 
I ox-team and iiii Serfs, i Villain, and v Boors with i Team, and 
still there might be ii Teams added here. In time of King Ed- 
ward the Manor was worth 15«. (per annum); now it is worth 20«.: 
when he (Rainald) received it, he found it waste." ^ 

We shall have to speak of Pulcher again as Rainald's Tenant in 
other Domesday Manors, which however were not enjoyed by his 
Successors at Easthope. There is no evidence therefore that the 
Lords of Easthope, of whom we are now to speak, were Fulcher's 
descendants. However the Fee held by Roger de Estrope, in 1165, 
by service of one Muntator in Pitz Alan^s Barony, was of old feoff- 
meni,^ i, e, awarded to Roger or his ancestors before the death of 
Henry I. 

In an assessment by the Regarders of the Long Forest, embodied 
in the Assize-Roll of 120d, Henry and Edric de Esthop are both 
charged. A second assessment exhibits the name of Henry de 
Esthop only, and him I take to have been Lord of the VUl. Next 
to him occurs Thomas de Easthop, who, in 1238, sued out a writ of 
novel disseizin against some party unnamed, and who appears to 
have fined five merks, that the cause should be tried by four Jus- 
tices.^ In or about 1240, this Thomas de Easthop is entered as 
holding half a knight^s-fee in Easthop of the Barony of Pitz Alan.* 

In May, 1247, William de Easthop occurs on the Jury which 
made inquest as to the rights of the Burgesses of Wenlock, and in 
the same year he and Odo de Hodnet were amerced half a merk 
for not producing one for whom they were Sureties. 
^ In 1255 the Munslow Jurors found John de Esthop holding 
Esthop of John fitz Alan, for two hides of land, doing suit to the 
Hundred, and paying the King 2s. annually for stretward and mot- 

1 Ihmesdajf, £bs. 254, a, 2, and b, 1. ^ OriginaUa, 22 Hen. III. Rot Ftp. 

2 Uber Niger, I, 144. 22 Hen. Ill, Salop, 

* Testa de Neville p. 44. 
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fee^ This John de Easthope was a man of some repute, and. re- 
mained in possession of his estate more than fifty years. During 
that period he is a constant witness of local deeds, and a Juror 
on Inquisitions and Perambulations, affecting other parts of the 
County.* 

The reason of this probably was that he held office as one of the 
Coroners of Shropshire, and so ranked in importance only next to 
the Sheriff. He was appointed to this post after the Assizes of • 
1256, when he appears merely as a Juror for Munslow Hundred, 
but held it, and answered for his conduct therein at both the sub- 
sequent Assizes of 1272 and 1292. 

At the latter Assizes he was one of the four who, being entitled 
'^milites et servientes," chose the twelve Jurors who had to try 
many Pleas of Qi^ fFaranto between the King and his Shropshire 
subjects.^ 

At these same Assizes he was said, by the Munslow Jurors, to be 
holding 49. annual rent in the Seijeantry of the Beysins,^ probably 
at Ashfield. 

I do not find that he ever ranked as a Knight, but on June 6, 
1800, he was the first of those of next degree who made the great 
Perambulation of the Shropshire Forests, by ordinance of King 
Edward I.» 

A Fine, levied at York on Oct. 6, 1303,^° may be taken as the 
the last Will and Testament of John de Esthope, though disguised 
in a technical form. It purports to be levied between John de 
Esthope, Complainant {querentem), and Roger de Esthope, Defor- 
ciant (through William de Ronton, his Attorney), — of the Manor 
of Esthope, whereof was Pka of Convention, John recognized the 
right of Roger. In return Roger (of course a Trustee to thai end) 
conceded the Manor to John, to hold for his life of the Lords of 
the Fee, with remainder to John son of Thomas de Esthope, and 
to Margaret daughter of John de Wenlock, and the heirs of their 
bodies lawftilly begotten; — with further remainder to the right 
heirs of the said John son of Thomas, — ^to hold of the Lords of 
the Fee. * 



> Mat. Bundred, II, 70. 

• On March 27, 1278, though not a 
Knight, he was on a great perambulation 
at Wentnor. — Here£ Begist. (Cantilupe), 
ib. 22. 

7 Plaeita de Quo WaraiUo, p. 674. 

B PlacUa Corona, 20 £dw. I, memb. 4 



dorw. Vide eupra (YoL III, p. 350), 
where it appears that he afterwards sold 
tills rent. 

» Salop Chariulofy, No. 279. 

i<> Pedei Mnium, 'si £dw. I, No. 133, 
Salop. 
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The result of tbis settlement will be found in an Inquest ordered^ 
by a King's Writ^ dated Jan. 23^ 1306^ to be held on the death 
of John de Esthope^ seeing that the said John had held of the in- 
fant heir of Richard fitz Alan, which heir was at the time a Ward 
of the Crown. The Jurors assembled at Esthope on Feb. 17, 1306, 
viz. John de Presthope, Thomas le Enfant, Adam Arundel, Thomas 
de Patinton, John Engelard, and others. — They foimd that the de- 
ceased had " held the Manor of Esthope for term of his life, by ser- 
vice of finding a man and horse at Oswestry, for forty days, in time 
of war; — that he had the Manor by concession of Roger de Esthop, 
by fine levied in the King's Court.'' The fine is then substantively 
recited by these accurate Jurors, who further depose that John, son 
of Thomas de Esthop, had died before John de Esthop, and without 
any lawful heirs by Margery de Wenlock, who was still surviving, 
and whom indeed he had never espoused; — that Thomas, son of 
Thomas de Esthop, and brother and heir of John son of Thomas, 
was the reversioner, and that he was twelve years of age on June 24 
last (1306).^! 

It is very possible that this infant Thomas was not more nearly 
related to the aged person who was dead than as Great-Grandson, 
or Grandson. Of that matter I have no evidence, and must leave 
the descent of the Lords of Easthope till, as Patrons of the Church 
of Easthope, they wiU again recur, for a further period. 

I now turn back a century, to take brief notice of a collateral 
branch of this family. — 

On Oct. 6, 1213, 1 find one Jundewin de Esthop acting as Attor- 
ney-at-Law for Warner de Wililey. 

The same person as Godwin de Esthop attests a Deed, which I 
have set forth under Patton, and dated about 1230. 

Again, some thirty years later, we have had the son of this God- 
win (under the name of Thomas, son of Jeldewyn de Esthope) as a 
Grantee in Lutwyche. 

^ EASTHOPE CHUEOH. 

The first notice which I have of this Church is in the name of 
its Parson or Rector, about a.d. 1240. 

In 1291, the Church of Esthop, in the. Deanery of Wenlock, was 
set down at less than £4. annual value. The Rector of '^ Snede," 

" InquUUiont, 34 Edw. I, No. 27. 
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or '^ Conide/' who had a portion of 3#. in the same^ must be ander- 
stood as the Rector of Cound.^' 

In 1341 the Taxation of Hesthope Chapel is quoted at six meifas 
(«£4.). The Assessors of the Ninth taxed the Parish however only 
at 98. The reasons were^ that the greater part of the Tithe of the 
said Chapel belonged to the Church of Condour (Cound mast be 
meant), and much of the Chapel's income consisted of Offerings, 
and there were no Sheep in the Parish ; moreover, what with mur- 
rain among the live-stock, and diverse taxes, th^ best part pf the 
ViU was annihilated}^ 

In 1534-5, the Rectory of Estope, of which Bichard Backewege 
was Incumbent, stands valued at £3. 6s. Sd. per annum. That In- 
come was chai^able with a pension of Ss. 4d,, payable to the Church 
of Cownde, and with 4rf. for Archdeacon's Synodals.^* 

EARLY INCUMBENTS.!* 

BiOOBB Parson of Easthope, occurs about 1240.^^ 

John de Cheyne was admitted to this Church Feb. 19, 1312, 
on presentation of Roger de Chejme, Guardian of Thomas, the 
heir of John de Esthope, late Lord of the ViU. The Church is 
coincidently committed to Reginald de Haubordyn, Unde of the 
Presentee. 

John be Stratton, Acolyte, admitted August 23, 1314. (Same 
Patron exercising same right.) He has a license to study in 1317, 
and Letters dimissory for further Orders, Jan. 10, 1321, 

Sir Roger de Corfhull, Priest, admitted Nov. 10, 1349, on 
presentation of Richard, Earl of Arundel (evidently because the 
Manor was in the hands of the Suzerain) . 

William Garmston, Priest, was deprived of this Benefice June 8, 
1383, he having murdered John de Esthope, Patron of the Church. 

Sir Hugh Cheyne resigned this l^nefice Feb. 19, 1386^ having 
exchanged preferments with— 

Sir Thomas Clerk, late Rector of St. Owen's, Hereford, who 
is admitted here, Edith, relict of John de Esthope, exercising the 
right of Patronage. 

Sir Thomas be Borton, Chaplain, was admitted here on July 
10, 1386, — Edith, Lady of Esthope, exercising the same right. 



before attempted to account for the pen- 
eion which the Rector of Cound had from 
Easthope (supra, Yol. I, p. 183). 



^ Inquis. Nonarum^ p. 186. 
i« Valor £:ecleaiatiiou9ylU,20^. 
>^ From Blakeway's MSS. 
w Supra, p. 114. 
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All Actons have their name from the Saxon Sc (an oak- tree) ,^ 
and tun (a town) ; but why the place before us should be distin- 
guished at a very early period as Acton-Round is a problem which, 
notwithstanding its tempting singularity, I hardly dare to approach.* 

Domesday notices the Manor thus : — 

"The same Rainald (SheriflF) hold Achetune of the Earl. Here 
are iiii hides geldable. Uluiet held it (in Saxon times) and was 
free, together with this land. In demesne are ii ox-teams, and 
(there are) vii Serfs, ix Villains, and iiii Boors, with iiti Teams, 
and yet there might be iii Teams more. Here is a MUl of 32rf. 
(annual value) . In time of King Edward (the Manor) was worth 
60*. (per annum) : now it is worth 4^."^ 

Eainald's Successors, the Fitz Alans, held this Manor in demesne 
for many generations, that is, they never granted it wholly, in fee 
and inheritance, to any Vassal. Of this we have scattered but suf 
ficient proof.— 

In 1180, their Bailiff (as I take it) here, was assessed 2s. by Jus 
tices of the Forest, under the name of Alimch, Provost of Acton. 

About 1251, a Munslow Jury found that John fitz Alan held the 
Manor of Acton of the King by unknown services.* 



^ We preaerve the vowel most nearly in 
the word " acorn." 

' I am indebted to Mrs. Staekhouse 
Acton for the following information : — 

At Wynnstay there is a curious Begis- 
ter, the work of Sir Thomas Boteler, Yicar 
of Much Wenlock, and recording matters 
which occurred to his notice between the 
years 1538 and 1562. Boteler says that 
" the Chapell of A.cton Bound was some- 
tyme round like a Temple," and intimates 
that the Manor or lands therein had for- 
merly belonged to the Kftights Templars 
of Lidley. No Becord that I hare seen 
contains a hint of any interest of the 
trempbirs in Acton Bound,^^ther in the 
Church or Manor. But the Templars 
were introduced into Shropshire at a pe- 

IV. 



riod to which very few Beoords extend, 
and they were so introduced by the Fitz- 
Alans, the Lords of Acton Boimd. That 
the Templars built round Churches, and 
that places of the same name were often 
distinguished from one another by some 
allusion to their respective Churches, are 
matters sufficiently notorious to make 
Boteler's implied etymology of Acton 
Bound worthy of attention. If we sup- 
pose that the Chapel in question was ori- 
ginally built by a Fitz AJan, but its form 
suggested by some cotemporaiy building 
of the Templars of Lidley, we shall have 
made the most of the tradition. 

' Domesday^ fo. 254, a, 2. 

« TeHa de NeviU, p. 60. The Manors 
of Acton Scott and Stone- Acton were also 

16 
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Again, in 1255^ the Munslow Inquest found John fitz Alan to be 
holding Acton^ and two Mughales, and Muchd (Muckley) of the 
King. Fitz Alan did suit to the County, but not to the Hundred, 
nor did he pay stretward nor motfee for this tenement, but the 
Jurors knew not his warrant for exemption.^ 

The Assize- Roll of January, 1256, reports a Perambulation made 
by precept of the King, between the land of John Fitz Alan in 
Acton, and the land of the Prior of Wenlock in Bui^ton (Burton) 
and Calweton (Calloughton). It seems that part of the wood of 
SponhuU (Spoonbill) was in question. The boundary determined 
mentions an oak-tree^ ^'Ronsok,^^ which stood upon the King's 
highway between Weston and Wenlock, also another large {jgros- 
sum) oak-tree, which stood upon Corve towards the West.* 

Acton Round was part of the Dower of Matilda de Yerdon^ 
Widow of the second John fitz Alan, who died in the Autumn of 
1267. This Lady remarried tq, Richard de Amundeville, and with 
him was still holding her Dower on the decease of her son^ John 
fitz Alan (III), in 1272. Her Grandson, Richard fitz Alan, was at 
the same time an Infant. It appears from a Writ of Edward I to 
the Justice of the Forest, dated March 18, 1278, that Richard de 
Mundeville aad his wife were reported to be making great waste in 
the woods which belonged to the Lady^s dower, but were of the in- 
heritance of her Grandson, then a Ward of the King. The Justice 
was to make inquiries, and if he found the allegation true, to seize 
the said woods into the King's hand, and report all progress to the 
King in Parliament. Accordingly the Justice, on April 2 following, 
presided at Brug, over an Inquest composed of the Foresters, Ver- 
derers, and Regarders of the Shrophire Forests. They found that 
the Wood of Shirlet within the Forest of Shirlet, and the Wood of 
SponhuUe without the Forest, both being appurtenant to the Manor 
of Acton, were almost destroyed by Amundeville and his wife and 
their Bailifis, that Hugh le Mascun, Woodwarden''Of''the''Fee in 
those woods, had made prize and sale thereof, that he had been at^ 
tached and committed to the Sheriff for imprisonment, and that the 
Woods had been seized for the Crown.*^ 

Matilda de Amundeville died on Nov. 27, 1288. Several In- 
quests were forthwith held to value the estates which her husband 



in Munslow Hundred, and the Seigneui^ 
of both was in Fitz- Alan ; but their oo- 
temporary statug^ and the context of 
the Record quoted, exclude them from 



all probability of being thus mentionfid. 
» Sot. m^ndred, II, 71. 
« Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, fo. 15. 
7 Inquintions, 6 Edw. I, No. 90. 
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Richard de Amundeville held as her dower^ and to report as to lier 
heir. The returns give accounts of young Richard fitz Alan^s age^ 
which differ from each other^ and from better authority. This is 
not to be wondered at^ seeing that two of the said Returns state 
Richard fitz Alan to have been son of the deceased Lady^ whereas 
he was manifestly her Grandson. What now concerns us is^ that 
the Jury which sat at Upton (Magna) on Dec. 18, found that 
Amundevill held in Acton la Runde^ of the dower of Matilda, a 
messuage, a garden, one hundred and forty acres of land in de- 
mesne, some meadow-land, rents, both firee and customary, Woods 
and Pleas of Court, to the value of £14. per awnvm? 

In the year 1284, though according to no account could Richard 
fitz Alan have attained his majority, he is entered as holding the 
Manor of Acton Round of the King in capite.^ • 

-The Inquisition taken at Acton le Rounde, May 21, 1802, on the 
death of Richard, Earl of Arundel,^^ calls the Manor a member of 
Oswestry. The late £ar?s demesne there consisted of a messuage, 
forty acres of arable land, one acre of meadow, and twenty acres 
of Base. The rents of firee tenants were £\. 10s. 6rf. Twelve 
bondmen and four Cottars, holding about half a virgate each, paid 
£4}. 17s, Sd, rent. The pleas and perquisites of Court were valued 
at nothing.^^ It appears that besides this income, the Earl, while 
living, bad demised to John de Sibbeton 100s, annual rent of cer- 
tain Tenants in Acton Round, fi>r the life of said John. This was 
unlawful, or said to be so, because the rent was a Tenure in capite, 
and had been thus demised without license. So on the EarFs 
death, John de Beckbury, Subescheator of Shropshire, seized the 
said Rent for the Crown. Then again Richard de Harley, as Se- 
neschal of the Earl of Savoy, who had the wardship of Fitz Alan^s 
heir, seized the Rent. Sibbeton hereupon petitioned the King, 
and an Inquest, which ascertained the above facts, sat in August, 
1304--6 ;^ but we learn nothing of the result, except that Richard 
de Harley, in a letter to the King's Chancellor, acknowledges him- 
self to be receiving the said Rents. 



» Ibidem, 12 Edw. I, No. 29. 

* Kirbt/'s Quest, 

^ Inquiniiont, 80 Edw. I, No. 30. 

" Yet the Manor-Coart of Acton Bound 
waa at one time central and important, 
fi>r instance, Suii of the Lords of Eudon 
BumeUwas said to be due thereto (supra, 
Vol I, p. 188) ; and Thomas Corbet, pre- 
viously of Taslej, and late of Hatton 



Hyneheath, was found, in 1300, to have 
paid his quit-rent to Fitz Alan at Acton 
Round. (Inquisitions, 28 Edw. I, No. 17.) 
» Inquuitions, 82 Edw. I, No. 6.— 
Though the Inquest purports to have sat 
in the King's thirty-second year, the 
King's Writ ordering it to sit is dated 
May 29 of Ids thirty-third year. 
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The Feodary of 1316 gives the Earl of Arundel (then Edmund 
fitz Alan) as Lord of Acton Bound.^ 

The Under-tenants of this Manor require some notice, for 
though the Manor itself, and much of the land, were held by the 
Fitz- Alans in demesne, they had Feoffees of some consequence here. 
The first who seems likely to have stood in this position is that 
Thomas de Hactun, who, with Roger his Brother^ attests^ about 
1180, the Deed quoted under Corve. In 1191 we have notice of 
Engdard de Acton, as being amerced half a merk for some fahe 
claim. There were two or three persons of this name in a succes- 
sion, whick lasted upwards of eighty years. I cannot distingniah 
them, and therefore will set down what I find of them collectively, 
as well as of other Under-tenants in Acton Bound. In 1200 En- 
gelard fined one merk with the Justice Itinerant of the Forest, that 
he might be under /?/em».^* 

At the County Assizes (Nov. 1221) Richard fitz Adam^ who had 
arraigned a suit of mart d^ancestre against Anselm.de Brocton for 
half a virgate in Acton, withdrew the cause. His amercement was 
excused on account of poverty. His Sureties, viz. Gerard le An- 
gevin, and William, Clerk of Ludlow, were in misericordid. 

At Warwick, on Jan. 14, 1222, Engelard de Acton^ on behalf of 
himself and his wife Lanrina, sued William Hunaund for half a 
virgate in Acton as the right of Laurina, whose former husband, 
Bichard de Baschirch, had wron^uUy sold it to said William. 
William first pleaded that the premises were not Laurina^s mar- 
riage-portion, but a purchase of Bichard de Baschirch, whose son 
and heir he called to warranty. Then he pleaded more specifically 
that Alexander, Laurina^s Brother, had sold the premises to Bichard 
de Baschirch. An Inquisition was ordered, returnable at West- 
minster on the QuiTizaine of Easter.^^ Owing to de&ult of the De- 
fendant on two occasions, the land was seized by the Crown in the 
first instance, and given to Engelard and Laurina in the second, viz. 
on the Quinzaine of Trinity Term.^^ 

" On Oct. 13, 1227, Ingelard de Acton was on a Shropshire Jury^^ 
which attended the King at Worcester. 

In 1255, and in January, 1256, Engelard de Acton was a Juror 



" Parliamentary WrUs, IV, 397.— 
Munslow Hundred. 

" Sot. Fip, 2 John, Salop, Flevin 
was a remedy granted in cases of unjust 



his goods on giving Sureties to prosecute 
the Dutrainerf or try by law the jostioe 
of the distrest, 

^ Plaeita apitd Warwick^ Hil. Term, 



dittress. The distrained party recovered 6 Hen. Ill, m. 8 dorao and 6 darwo. 
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of Wenlock Liberty : in 1262 a Regarder of the Long Forest; in 
September^ 1272^ a Juror for Munslow Hundred^ and in the same 
post at the Inquisition of November, 1274.^^ 

He was suceeeded, I think, by one who, under the name of John 
Engelard, attests some local deeds at the close of the thirteenth 
century, and occurs on a Wenlock Inquest in May, 1296, and an 
Easthope Inquest in February, 1306. 

The Free-Tenants who, in 1302, were holding lands in Acton 
Round of the Estate of Richard, late Earl of Arundel, were — ^Wil- 
liam Mason (three virgates), William de Lutwych, Roger de Pa* 
tinton, Richard de Corve, John Engelard, Thomas le Frenshe, Ri- 
chard Numayn, and Richard le Harpur. Those, who paid the 
Rents conveyed to John de Sibbeton were Nicholas de Mokeley, 
Roger le King, William Abovetoun, Matilda and Richard Candilan. 

Among the Jurors who, in 1304-5, reported as to the latter 
rents, were' William le Masun, John Engelard, Thomas le Frenshe, 
Thomas de Mughale, John de Mokley, Richard de Corve, and Ri- 
chard and William de Mughale.^^ 

CHURCH OR CHAPEL OF ACTON BOUND. 

Adam, , Parson of Acton, who in March, 1227, attended the 
Prior of Wenlock^s Court of Burton, is the first Rector of Acton 
Round whom I can instance, and his style implies the earliest no- 
tice which I have of this Church.^^ 

In my account of the Church of the Holy Trinity of Wenlock, 
I have recited the process which ended in Bishop Swinfield's as- 
signing the Chapel of Acton-Rotunda to the said Church as a mere 
affiliation, because situated on *' St. Milburg's land/' ^* . 

This was in the year 1284, and Master Hugh de Pedwardyn, the 
then ^' Occupant " of the Chapel of Acton Rotunda, was deprived, 
whilst any Chaplain ser^ng the same in future was to pay a pen- 
sion of 2^. per annum to the Mother-Church. 

Again, we observe that the Spiritual and Temporal Fiefe of St. 
Milburg were not coextensive, and that the former jurisdiction was 



» Auize SolUy 40 and 56 Hen. Ill ; 
Mot. SuMdred, II, 84 and 100; Forest 
Roll, 46 Hen. IH. 

V I»quisiHons, 80 and 32 £dw. I (ut 
supra). I have spoken of some of these 
Tenants under Monk Hopton (supra, p. 



31), and will give other particulars under 
Muckley and Upper and Lower Monk- 
hall. 

" Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 341, n. 

» Supni, Vol. Ill, p. 267. 
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reasserted and maintained^ after long disuse^ in a district where the 
Lords of the soil^ whether Saxon or Norman, were Laymen. 

In 1291 J the Chnrch or Chapel of Acton Rotunda, in the Deanery 
of Wenlock, is set down as belonging to the Prior of Wenlock, and 
valued at £6, ISs. 4^. per annum.^ Again, it was confirmed to 
the Prior as a dependent Chapel of the^Church of the Holy Trinity 
by Bishop Charlton in 1331 .«i . 

In 1341, the Church^Taxation of Aicton Sonde Chapel being 
quoted at ten merks (iE6. 13«. Ad)y the Assessors of the Nmth 
proceed to rate the Parish at £2. 16^. only. The reasons for the 
abatement were, — destruction of the wheat-crop by an unfavourable 
season, want of all sheep-stock in the parish, non-cultivation of 
several holdings through poverty of the Tenants, and because the 
small-tithes, glebe, and offerings of the Chapel, went to the esti- 
mate of the CA«rcA-77za?a/ion, but were not to be reckoned in the 
present instance.^^ 

In 1369, the Spiritualities of Wenlock Priory include a sum q£ 
£5. receivable firom the Chapel of Acton-Rotunda, and a later list 
of the Tithes payable to the Priory includes those of Rownd Acton 
without giving their value.^ This was apparently because they 
were devoted to the special support of the Convent. 

Ill 1534-5, the « Portion'' received by the Prior from the ViU 
of Acton Bownd was returned at iE3. 68, 8d, ; but among the pen- 
sions payable by the Prior, we now hear for the first time of 14^. 
payable annually to the Rector of Cownde, for the Chapel of Acton 
Rownd.** 

This indicates, I think, that the Lay Lord of Acton had at some 
very early period given the tithes thereof to the Church of Connd, 
but that the latter had relinquished them for a composition to the 
Prior of Wenlock, as Lord of the spiritual fee of St. Milburg. 

The Valor of Churches in Wenlock Deanery makes no mention 
of this Chapel. The Diocesan Registers are silent as to its occu- 
pants, and except the two Rectors already named, I find no men- 
tion anywhere either of an early Incumbent or a later Chaplain. 
In 1541-2, i. e, after the Dissolution, the only asset of the late 
Priory which I can connect with Acton Round is a pajrment of 
tithe therefrom, inexplicably reduced to Is. per annum.^ 



» Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 167. 
31 Patent, 22 £dw. Ill, p. 3, m. 34. 
^ Inquig. Jfonarum, p. 187. 
» BegiBter at Willey, fo. 86, 36 b. 



^ Valor jEcclMiattieug, IH, 216. Com- 
pare Easthope (supra, p. 120). 
» Monoitieon, V, 81. 
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MucKLEY. Upper Monk-Hall. Lower Monk-Hall. — ^These 
Messuages or hamlets^ like Far Monk-Hall^ already noticed^ are 
in the Parish of Acton Rounds and were doubtless members of the 
Manor. The interest which Wenlock Friory acquired in Far Monk- 
Hall^ and perhaps in one or both of the other Monk-Halls^ has been 
sufficiently spoken of. I here add a few omitted particulars pos- 
sibly relative to that lay-tenure which in 1255 associated Muckley 
and two Monk-Halls as members of Acton Round. 

In 1180^ Edward de MuckiUeia and Richard de Lokere^ precede 
Alurich, Provost of Acton, as being assessed at 1^. each by Justices 
of the Forest. 

In 1255, we have had Richard Mukley as Attorney of John fitz 
Aer at Aston Eyre, and the name is repeated in 1262.^ 

Before 1496, the Prior of Wenlock seems to have obtained some 
interest in Muckley, for Roger Baylye, of Muckley, paid him a 
rent of I4d,^ 



^h^on. 



''The same Rainald (Sheriff) holds Abetune (of the Earl), and 
Azo (holds it) of him. Uluuin held it (in Saxon times), and was 
free together with this land. Here are iii hides geldaUe. Here 
is I ox-team and iii Serb, i Frenchman, ii Villains, i Radman, 
and II Boors with i team, and yet there might be iii additional 
teams. Its former value was 20». (per annum) ; it is now worth 

Azo, Rainald^s Domesday Tenant at Abdon, held other lands in 
the FidT of the Sheriff. He seems to have been living thirty-five 
years after Datnesday, for between the years 1121 and 1136, he 
granted under his Norman appellation of A20 Bigot half a hide in 
Longnor and a ferdendel in Abeton to Salop Abbey .^ The Confir- 
mations of Henry II (1155), and Henry III (1227),^ both mention 
this grant of a ferdendel or virgate in Abdon given to Salop Abbey 
by A20 Bigot. They ako repeat his grant in Longnor, and recite 



« VoL I, pp. 206, 206. 

^ Begister at WiUey, fo. 32 b. 

* Domesday, fo. 254 a, 2. 



s MonasHcon, III, 519. 

> Salop Chartulaiy, Nob. 86, 87. 
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a gift by the wife of Azo, viz. of certain land in the Town (of 
Shrewsbury)^ given for the soul of her son Rainald^ and which 
produced 10^. annual rent. 

Robert^ a Knight^ of whom the Salop Chartulary relates the fol- 
lowing conduct^ may well have been another Son of Azo and his 
wife above mentioned ; for the transaction^ which I will relate as 
I find it^ belongs to a period not later than between the years 1155 
and lieO. 

^'WiUiani fitz Alan conceded the donation which Robert his 
Knight made to the Church of St. Peter at Salop^ of the vill 
which is called Abbeton, which was of his (Fitz Alan's) Fee ; and 
this was at the request of the same Robert. But for this conces- 
sion^ which with his own hand he (Fitz Alan) placed upon the 
Altar^ the Monks conceded to him^ for the soul of his Mother who 
was lately deceased/ one annual service; and out of the slender 
means ^ of their Church they gave him fifteen merks of silver and 
one palfrey. Witnesses : Roger, Archdeacon, Richard and Heming, 
Priests, and many others of the men of the same William. — But 
when the same Robert, his Lord allowing it, offered the said Vill 
upon the Altar of St. Peter, Richard his Nephew {nepos) willingly 
conceded the thing, and with him (Robert) made the donation. — 
Witnesses : Roger, Archdeacon, and others.*' ^ 

This is one of those simple recitatory Charters which convey to 
my mind a conviction of genuine and honest truth. Nevertheless 
it is certain that Shrewsbury Abbey profited nothing by this grant, 
and it was perhaps the very fact of their losing Xbdon which in- 
duced the Monks to be thus particular in recording their title. 

Again, it is all but certain that the Knight Robert, and his 
Nephew Richard, did not regain what the Monks lost, nay, that 
the line of Azo became extinct within a few years of this grant ; 
for in 1165 Abdon and certain others of Azo's Domesday Manors 
had doubtless gone to form those two knights' -fees of new feoff- 
ment which John le Strange then held of the Barony of Fitz 
Alan.7 

If, on the other hand, Shrewsbury Abbey retained its previous 
and royally confirmed grant of a virgate in Abdon, that virgate be- 



* Arelina, Mother of the first William 
fits Alan, seems to have died about the 
time of his restoration to his Shropshire 
estates, viz. 1155. 

* De pecid eccUatcB : — "a humble 
phrase," says Mr. Blakeway, "used by 



the Monks to denote their little pro- 
perty." 

« Salop Chartulary, No. 809. 

7 lAber Nigety 1, 144. Compare what 
I have said under Glaxeley (VoL I, 
p. 211). 
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came annexed to its adjacent Manor of Tugford^ and we hear no 
more of it as a distinct estate. 

We are now to speak of Abdon as held by Le Strange and his 
Underi-Tenants. The first of these of whom I find mention was 
perhaps Alan de Abeton, amerced 2s, in 1180 for waste, by Jus* 
tioes of the Forest. 

In 1226 Geoffirey de Ledwych, of whom I shall speak more par- 
ticularly elsewhere, held Abdon under Le Strange^ and was im- 
pleaded by WUliam^ son of Achilles^ for half a vii^te there^ under 
writ of mart d^ancestre. Geoffirey not appearing before the King 
when at Shrewsbury in August^ the case was adjourned till the 
next eyre of the Justices.^ This happened to be in October, 1227> 
when a Fine was levied between William, son of Achilles, Plaintifi^, 
and Geoffirey de Ledewic, Tenant of the said half-virgate. Geoffirey 
allowed the right of William, and conceded the land to him, — ^to 
hold in fee, by service of a pair of gilt spurs, payable yearly at 
Michaelmas to said Geoffi^y : for this William gave 30«.* 

Of William Achilles and his family I shall say more under Cul- 
mington and Diddlebury, where their chief possessions lay. 

In 1240, Abdon was clearly among those 2^ fees which were 
held by John le Strange of Fitz Alan's Barony,^^ but the Under- 
Tenant is not named. The fee was however still in the Ledwyches, 
and the Munslow Inquisition of 1255 tells us how Geoffi^y de 
Leddewich then held Abbeton for two hides of land under John le 
Strange, the said* Gteoffirey doing suit both to the County and 
Hundred, and paying the King 2s. per arnivm for stretward and 
motfee.^^ The Inquest omits the further fiact of Le Strange hold- 
ing under Fits Alan. 

After this I find mention of a deed whereby — 

Geoffirey de Ledwich granted to Richard fitz Philip of Sutton, 
for his homage and service, a messuage in Abdon which Roger 
Forester once held. — Witnesses : Walter Torel, John de Heth.^* 

It will appear that Geoffirey de Ledwich of 1255 was Son of the 
Geofirey who occurs previously. At the Assizes of January, 1256, 
the Munslow Jurors reported him as of full age, as tenant of a whole 
Knighf s-fee, and yet not a Knight.^ At these same Assizes he 

tenure, but that, m we shall often ob- 



• PlaoUa apmd Salopy 10 Hen. m, 
memb. 8 dano. 

* Pedes Unium, 11 Hen. Ill, Salop, 

^ TMa de NeviU, foi. 46, 48, 49. 
Middle and Child's Eroall alone are men- 
tioned as the localities of Le Strange's 



serve, does not determine the matter. 

» Sot Hundred, II, 71. 

» Blakeway's MSS. 

» Plaeita Corona^ 40 Hen. Ill, Salop 
m. 3 dorso. 
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vfBis impleaded by Ag&es^ daughter of John de Bracjr^ under the 
name of Geoffirey^ son of G-eoffiiey de Ledwich^ for diaseizing said 
Agnes of half a virgate in Abbeton. Young Geoffirey appeared in 
CouA^ and pleaded that he haid no claim in the premises^ for one 
Herbert de Abbeton held the land, both then and before Agnes 
sued out her writ. The Court found that young Geofl&ey was not 
the Disseizor, for that his Father Geoffrey, haying sometime en- 
feoffed Agnes in the premises, afterwards changed his mind and 
otufted her, so that Geoffrey Senior was the Disseizor. However 
as Agnes was under age, the Court overlooked her liability to 
amercement, and allowed her to pursue the cause under a different 
writ.^^ This she did at the same assizes ; suing Herbert the Te- 
nant (here called Herbert le Sonde) and Emma his wife, for the 
said half-virgate ; but the Defendants not appearing, the land was 
seized into the King's hand, and John de Bracy, Agnes's father, was 
ordered to sue in her place on account of her nonage.^^ 

I find not the result of this suit; but in September, 1258, Walter 
de Kapel has a writ of novel disseizin against GeoSrey de Lethe- 
wich and others, concerning a tenement in Abeton.^^ 

In 1284 a younger branch of the Ledwiches was holding Abbeton 
of the elder, that is, Roger de Ledewyche held the vill of Geofirey 
de Ledewyche, Geoffirey of John le Strange, and John le Strange 
by half a Knight's-fee, ''of the King,'^ says the Becord,^^ again 
ignoring the mesne seigneury of Fitz Alan. 

How Robert Bumell, Bishop of Bath and Wells, acquired Abdon 
I cannot say. At his death in 1292, he was holding the VUl of 
Sir John le Strange, for half a knight's-fee. The Rents receivable 
by him were from Free Tenants 37s., and from Customary Te- 
nants bOs. per annum. The pleas and perquisites of his Court were 
worth \s.^^ 

However the Inquisition on the death of Philip Bumel in 1294 
states him to have held Abedon of Geoflfrey de Ledwych,^' whose 
mesne interest seems to have been forgotten on the death of the 
Bishop. 

Philip Bumel died on June 26, 1294; but on June 5 previously, 
the King^s Bailiff had put certain Merchants of Lucca in possession 
of portions of Philip's goods, chattels, and receipts, in and from 



*^ Plaeita de Juratis^ ibidem, memb. 4. 

^ Ibidem, memb. 18. 

w Fatefd, 42 Hen. Ill, dorto. 



17 Kirhj^a QueH, 

^ InqwMions, 21 Edw. I, No. 50. 

i> Inqumtion$y 22 Edw. I, No. 46» c. 
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Abdon and other Manors^ amounting apparently to half his estate. 
This was in consequence of the said merchants having recovered 
the premises against Philip by some legal process. They held the 
premises till his death, but being then deprived, a Royal Warrant 
issued for their reinstatement on July 30, 1294, and an Inquest 
held at Brug, on August 14 foUovdng, determined the nature and 
extent of their daims.^^ 

The Inquisition, on the death of Edward Bumel in 1315, found 
him to have held Abdon under the Lord of Knocldn, that is, imder 
John le Strange (VII), and by service of an eighth part of a 
Knighf s-fee. The Bents, receivable from free and customary 
Tenants th 3re, amounted to £4.^^ 

The Feodary of March, 1316, seems to describe this place as 
Abeton Thongland, but there is evidently some confusion in the 
entry. Alina Bumel (she was widow of Edward) would appear to 
have been Lady of the Manor.^^ 

ABDON CHAPEL AND PARISH. 

In or about 1138, Abdon had one of those Chapels which Bishop 
Betun then assigned to Shrewsbury Abbey,^* probably, I think, as 
having been founded within the spiritual fief of St. Gregory of 
Morville. 

It appears that " Alveric the Dean,^'^ in the Bishop^s presence, 
rendered up the Chapel in penitential form, seeing that he had done 
the Monks of Shrewsbury injury in the matter. The Bishop orders 
that Abdon should for ever be accounted a Chapel, in which state 
he had foimd it. 

Another and nearly cotemporary Charter of Bishop Betun con- 
firms Salop Abbey in the receipt of a pension of 2s. firom the 
" Church" of Abbeton.^s 

On Nov. 18, 1240, a Pine was levied at Shrewsbury, between 
Henry, Abbot of Salop, Plaintiff, and Geofirey de Ledwic, Defor- 
ciant, of the Advowson of the Church of Abbeton, whereof was 
assize of darrein presentment. Geoffrey allowed the Abbotts better 



» Ibidem, 22 Edw. I, No. 159. 

*> Bndem, 9 Edw. II, No. 67. 

3 Parliamentary Wriis, IV, 398. 

« Salop Chartulary, No. 333. Vide 
supra, page 83, note 14, as to the ques- 
tion of Tugford being one of St. Gre- 
gory's Chapels. The case of Abdon is 



verj similar* 

^ AJmeric the Dean appears to be iden- 
tical with Eluric, a Dean who attests a 
deed already given (Vol. I, p. 207). The 
Rural Deanery of Wenlock or Stottcsden 
was probably his sphere of office. 

» Salop Chartulary, No. 334. 
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rights for which oonoession the Abbot reoeiTed him and his heirs 
into all benefits and prayers of his Church of Salop.^ 

Archbishop Peckham's Charter to Salop Abbey^ dated Aug. 23, 
1280^ confirms the pension of 2s. receivable from the Chnreh of 
Abdon^^ and this portion or pension is entered as a receipt of the 
Abbey in 1291, over and above the Taxation of the Chnrdi, which 
was returned as under £4.^ 

In 1841^ the Taxation of the Chapel of Abbeton being first quoted 
at 6 merks 2 shillings (£4. 2s.) the Assessors of the Ninth proceed 
to rate the Parish at only lis. The non-cultivation of the arable 
land, owing to the poverty of occupiers, is the only reason alleged 
for this diminution.*^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 gives Richard Sondye as Rector of Abdon 
Rectory, and values his preferment in glebe and tithes at jE3., 
whereon 6d. was chargeable for Archdeacon's Synodals ;^ but no 
pension to Salop Abbey is mentioned, either as a deduction here, or 
as an asset in the Abbot's return. 

EABLY INCtTMBENTS." 

Walter be Bebminohah, Priest, presented by the Abbot and 
Convent of Salop, Feb. 9, 1307. 

Sib William be Ercalwb resigns this Church on Nov. 17, 
1346, having exchanged benefices with — 

John de Derynton, late Vicar of Atcham, who is admitted here 
Dec. 12, 1346. 

Sir Richard de Letntehale, Priest, was instituted here on 
May 13, 1351 ; the Bishop being Patron, by lapse. 

Sir William de Toooeford, Priest, was instituted here on 
July 24, 1359, the Bishop again exercising a lapsed right of pre- 
sentation. 

Hugh, son of David de Clon, was admitted Dec. 10, 1363. 

John de Owene was admitted 4 June, 1375. Patrons, — ^the 
Abbot and Convent of Salop. 



« Pedes Mnium, 25 Hen. Ill, Salop, 
V Salop Chartulaiy, No. 62. 
» Pope iWcA IPcu^aium, pp. 167, 176. 
BeMwry of Weolook. 



" Inquu. Nbnarwm, p. 186. 

» Valor jEeel6iMHiim,lI^20B. 

« Bkkeway't HSS. (from H««Avd 

Regieten). 
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Domesday places this Manor ia Patinttm Hundred, and describes 
it as follows : — 

'^ The same Roger (Venator) holds Becheberie (of Earl Boger). 
Azor held it (in Saxon times) and was a free man. Here is i hide 
geldable. There is (arable) land (sufficient) for ii ox-teams. Here 
one Knight pays (to Boger Venator) 2(k/. rent. In time of King 
Edward the Manor was worth 129. (per annum) .^^ ^ 

We have several very early and apparently authentic notices 
about Beckbury, but no two of those notices present any features, 
from which, under combination, we can realize an intelligible whole. 
Azor, the Saxon, we have heard of as Lord of Burwarton and 
Neenton, places which had subsequently nothing in common with 
Beckbury. 

Boger Venator's Domesday Manors went, as a general rule, to 
constitute a Tenure in capites known afterwards as the Fief of Pul- 
verbatch, that Manor being the principal one involved. Yet we 
have no assurance, nor anything more than a hint, that the Lords 
of Beckbury had any subsequent tenure in the said Fief of Pulver- 
batch. That hint, such as it is, shall be given in its place. Mean- 
time, I must speak of matters apparently quite irrelevant to Boger 
Venator or his descent. 

The position of Beckbury, — ^isolated from, yet included in Patin- 
ton Hundred, — its connection with Badger, the two forming a de- 
tached portion of Hereford Diocese, — its later history, — ^all these 
convince me that, long before Domesday, St« Milburg had some 
interest here which at the time of the Norman Conquest was ig- 
nored, but afterwards revived. This theory becomes almost fact 
when, within forty years after Domesday , we find the Prior of 
Wenlock disposing of the Wife, the Heir, and the land of one 
Rainald, whom the Prior evidently considered to have died his Te- 
nant as regarded a hide of land in Beckbury ; — ^all, to wit, which 
Domesday had all^d as the contents of the Manor. 

* Domuday, fo. 259, ft, 2. 
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But the Record which establishes this drcumstance, must speak 
for itself. It is a Grant by Peter^ Prior of Wenlock^ inaccurately 
transcribed^ but running in form following : — 

'^ Sdant presentes et posteri quod Dominus Petrus Prior et Con-* 
ventus Wenlocensis Ecclesiee terram de Becheberi cum uxore Rai- 
naldi et custodi& pueri usque ad xv annos Walterio filio Warini 
ooncesserunt^ reddituro pro ipsft terrft per singulos annos ad festum 
Sanctse Milburgse xzv solidos^ retinentes . . . .' suam rectitudi- 
nem et omnium qui rectum de inieribus^ in ipsft terr& calunmiari 
poterunt^ ipso earn pro un& hid& adquietonte ab omni consueta- 
dine, et de e&dem terr& totam decimam suam reddente^ partenlique 
suam de omni re quam in ipsft terrft habuerit pro animi su& cum 
vitam finierit. Teste ^ Alberto et Joberto fratribus ipsius/ et 
Boberto de Bemeral^ filio ejus Ricardo: Hugone de Welileia^ 
Turoldo^ Rogero de Ledewic^ Wamerio de Becheberi^ Anffi*edo de 
Benetala^ Levieto de Waltuna^ Rinulfo de L^es^ Walterio de 
Flemvilla^ G^raldo Presbitero et Alano filio Urini. Anno Dominies 
Incamationis MCXX/' ^ 

This Document carries^ in its very strangeness, a corroborative 
proof of its asserted and ancient date (1120), as also of its genuine 
character as a whole. 

I will first follow out the subject of the Prior of Wenlock^s 
Seigneury in Beckbury. 

In King Richard I^s reign, Beckbury was removed from Brims- 
tree Hundred to the Liberty of Wenlock, and its Lord (Hugh de 
Beckbury, I think) thenceforth did suit by afforciament to the 
Prior's Hundred Court at Burton. 

In 1255 Philip de Beckbury, being Lord of the vUl, is said simply 
to hold it of the Prior of Wenlock,® as if there were no other or co- 
ordinate Seigneury. His annual rent to the Prior was 25^., the 
very sum reserved in the lease of 1120. Yet we have no evidence 
that Philip de Beckbury was descended either from Walter fitz 
Warin the then Lessee, or from Rainald the then deceased Tenant, 
or yet from Warner de Beckbury, a principal witness. 

Again in 1255, the collective hidage of Beckbury, Badger, and 
Madeley is given as four hides,^ while the Domesday measure was 



^ The illegible word here was perhaps 
originally a Christian name. 

' This word, though legible, I cannot 
interpret. 

* Sic — pro Testibut. 



• J^»Mw--Bdlieet Walterii filii Warini. 
' The word et should probably be in- 

sei'ted. 
7 Register at Willey, fo. 6, b. 
« • 9 Rot. Hundred, II, 85. 
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one hideiy half a hide, and fonr hides respectiFely^ or fire and a half 
hides collectively. 

In 1291 the Prior of Wenlock's temporalities included an assized 
Rent of 25*^ receivable' from Beckbnry.^^ 

In 18 Hen. VIII (1521-2) the Chief-rent received by the Prior 
firom Edward Grey^ then Lord of Beckbury, was still 25«. j^^. and 
after the Dissolution the said rent is expressly stated to have been 
paid to the Crown. 

It is now time to observe the constant parallel which is to be 
found in the histories of Beckbury and Badger. Both are men- 
tioned in Domesday as Manors of small extent^ and held of a lay^ 
fee. At all subsequent periods we find a lay-fee in each^ amply suf- 
ficient in point of extent to satisfy the Domesday measurements. 
Yet we also find in each a co-ordinate seigneury of Wenlock Priory^ 
existent doubtless before Domesday y yet not alluded to in that Re- 
cord. We find that this seigneury was exercised over lands clearly 
distinct firom those which belonged to the lay-fee of each Manor; 
that the Prior had his peculiar chief-rents^ the Lay-Lords theirs. 
Also we see that the Prior's partial interest in each Manor ope- 
rated^ in the reign of King Richard, to change the hundredal sub- 
jection of the whole of each Manor, of whomsoever held. We shall 
lastly have to observe the most curious coincidence of all, viz. that 
as in Badger so in Beckbury, the Prior's Tenant became eventually 
identical with the Lay-Lord's Tenant. Thus it is that a series of 
facts, anomalous and suspicious when illustrated by only one ex- 
ample, becomes somewhat more intelligible and perfectly credible 
when exemplified in a second instance. 

Before I proceed with some account of the Prior's Tenants at 
Beckbury, I should recapitulate the little that is known of an- 
other tenure (also a hide) in this Manor. It seems to have been 
held at one time by Philip de Grete, and if so, perhaps imder the 
Lords of Richard's Castle. Philip's Tenants were again various, 
and not well i^reed among themselves. The families of Herleton, 



^ Pope NichoUu'M Taxation^ p. 164. 

" Beguter at WiUey, fo. 89. There 
were other simis beaides this chief rent 
reoeiyable from Beckbury, e, g, certain 
pennanarii (payers of penaiona) here are 
said to fpje Zs. per atumm to the Sacria- 
tan of Wenlock in or about the year 1516 ; 
alao in 14d5 the Prioiy Kitchen had a 
vent of 3«. from divorae landa in Beck- 



bury (ibidem, fo. 80 b, and 83). After the 
Diaaolution theae two renta of Se, each 
were payable to the Crown. One ia aaid 
to ariae from the Bent of Beckbnry Rec- 
tory, and it waa deariy the portion pay- 
able by the Beetor to the Priory ; the 
other is aaid to ariae from Thomaa Gray'a 
land in Beckbury (Blakeway'a MSS.). 
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Bagesore^ and Beckbury shared or quarreUed over this tenoie. AU 
the particuIarB which T have of their interests have been given nnder 
Badger.^* 

The first known Lord of Beckbury was that Hugh de Beckbury 
of whom I have already said so much under Harrington, and dse- 
where.^* I here add a few further particulars : — 

About 1196, and probably soon after his marriage with Alina 
Mussun, I find him attesting a great Charter of William fits Alan 
(II) to Eeyner de Lee. 

At the County Assizes (October, 1201), he was amerced three 
merks for some disseizin. 

At the Forest Assises of March, 1209, the following charge was 
brought against him : — " Richard de Prestewode (^r Forester appa* 
rently) going through his Bailiurick of Morfe, followed two men till 
he came up with them, viz. Hugh de Bectebury and Thomas his 
Brother! They had with them three greyhounds, out of leash, and 
five hares ; but when Richard had arrested Hugh, Thomas drew his 
sword and released him. Both then took to flight, and Richard 
raising the hue and cry pursued, till night took the fugitives from 
his sight.'' It appears that this matter was compounded by some 
unspecified, but doubtless heavy fine, proffered by Hugh de Beck- 
bury at these same assizes, viz. '^ that he and Thomas his Brother 
might be quU as to this, — ^that they had taken hares in the King's 
Forest."!* 

This Hugh de Beckbury, it seems, had an estate at Hill Wot- 
ton, in Warwickshire, under whom held I will not here inquire. 
With consent of Alice (read AJina) his wife and John his hdr, be 
grants half a virgate in Wotton to Godwin fitz Gk)dwin, of Wotton. 
— ^Witnesses : Sir William Prior, of Kenilworth ; Robert Painel, 
Constable of Kenilworth, etc.^' 

This was between the years 1214 and 1226; for Hugh de Beck- 
bury, as I have said under Harrington, died about the end of the 
latter year. 



« 8upn» VoL II, pp. 67-71. The 
Shrewabniy Chartoluy infonna qb of a 
hide in BwehtAmry giTen before the jeer 
1155 to that House. There ia not a par- 
ticle of eridenoe to connect the grant with 
this Beckbury, or I should notice it at 
length. I am quite at a loss howerer to 
suggest the true looalitj of that grant. A 
Bental of Shrewsbury Abbey describee two 



pastures acfjaoent to the Abbey Fofegate 
by the name of " Beobury" {JHH^Skrefot' 
bury, II, 606). I cannot enlarge upon 
this triTial coincidence so ae in any way 
to soWe the doubts of the case. 

» Vol. II, pp. 1S1-1B4. 

^* Forwt MoiU, No. 11, m. 1, 8. 

^ Kenilworth B«gistor(Dugdale^sM88, 
in BiU. AshBoL, V. 2), lb. 296. 
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Grodwin fitz Godwin^ it appears^ gave to Kenilwortli Priory a rent 
of 5*., issuing out of the land which he held of Sir Hugh de Beck- 
bury, Knight ;'* and '^ Alina de Beckberi in her widowhood released 
to the Priory all her right in the tenement which the Canons had 
from Godwin fitz Godwin in the vill of Hull. — ^Witnesses : Henry 
Tycun, and Hugh, son of Alina de Beckberi ;"*7 — that is, her second 
son, her successor at Harrington. Of Hugh thus mentioned I have 
already given a full account. John de Beckbury, eldest son of 
Hugh Senior, succeeded him at Beckbury, and on March 12, 1227, 
is found attending the Prior of WenlocVs Court at Burton.^® At 
the Assizes of October, 1227, John de Beckebir was amerced five 
merks *' because he withdrew himself,'' — ^from some suit, I suppose. 
It took three years to liquidate this heavy fine. About 1240 three 
collated lisis of Fitz Alan's Barony record substantively, and I think 
untruly, that John de Beckbury then held an eighth part of a 
Knighf s-fee in Beckbury, of that Honour.*' He was also a Co- 
parcener in a Kjaighf s-fee held in Pulverbatch, of the Honour of 
Pulverbatch, — a coincidence which I should not meddle with here, 
except to remark that Beckbury had once belonged to the same 
Barony. John de Beckbury was living after the year 1248, but 
was dead in 1254. Philip de Beckbury was his son and heir; and 
on October 6, in the latter year, a Pine was levied at Westminster 
between Agnes, Prioress of Brewode, PlaintiflF, and Philip de Beche- 
bur*, JD^orciant, of two merks rent, which Philip should pay out 
of two Mills in Bechebur', whereof was suit at law. Now Philip 
undertook for himself and his heirs that they would pay for the 
future one merk yearly at Brewode ; and the Prioress remitted the 
other of the two m^ks which she was claiming.*^ 

In 1255 Philip de Beckbury occurs as a Coparcener in the Ser- 
jeantry of Uppington, an inheritance which came to him from his 
Grandmother Alina. He was living in the year 1292, and was after- 
wards succeeded by his son John; but as nothing occurs to me in 
connection with this succession which I can also associate with Beck- 



'* Dtigdale's WartneksMre (Thomas), 
p. 270. 

^^ Kenilworth Beguter, ut supra. 

^ Moruuticonf V, p. 74 ; Notes, No. 5. 
The name is erroneously transcribed 
" Beckehurttm." 

» Testa de NwUl, pp. 44, 4«, 50. In 
one case the name is spelt Kolcehur, I 



do not suppose it possible that the land 
held of Fitz JJaa by John de Beckbury 
was in Beckbury, or that Fitz Alan had 
any seigneury there. The said John is 
known to haye held of Fitz Alan else- 
where. Being resident in Beckbury, we 
may thus account for the supposed error. 
* Pedes Finivm, 38 Hen. Ill, Salop. 
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hvij, I here take leave of a matter which may be resumed more ad- 
vantageously under other localities. 

BECKBUBY CHURCH. 

I have given under Badger Church the exact ratio of the patron- 
age of the Church of Beckbury.^^ The Prior of Wenlock presented 
the Rector to the Bishop of Hereford ; but the said Rector was first 
nominated to the Prior by the Lord of the Fee, and the Prior's me- 
diate right of presentation was represented by an annual pension of 
Ss,, covenanted to l)e paid by the Rector when instituted. That 
which, exclusively relating to Beckbury, I have not mentio^^ed under 
Badger, is as follows : — 

In 1291 the Church of Beckbury, in the Deanery of Wenlock and 
Diocese of Hereford, is entered as of less than £4 annual value.^ 

In 1379 the Chapel of Bekkebury, valued at five merks (£3. 6*. 
Sd,) per annum, is said to belong to the Presentation of the Prior 
of Wenlock.^ 

The Prior's pension (Ss.), arising firom his mediate right of Pre- 
sentation, appears in a Roll of the year 1456 as being due annually 
on the feast of the Translation of St. Milburg.^ Again, it is men- 
tioned in the Valor of 1534-5 as a Portion received firom the Vill 
of Becbury.^^ 

The Valor also gives the Rectory of Beckburye, of which Richard 
Rugge was Incumbent, as worth £6. 6s, 8d, annually, in glebe and 
tithes. This income was chargeable with the pension of Ss. due to 
the Prior of Wenlock, and 4rf. for Synodals.** 

EARLY INCUMBBNTS-Sy 

Master Ralph be Bikebir^, Parson of the Church of Bikebir', 
has letters of protection, 25 Edw. I (1296-7).^ 

Walter de Beckbuey, acolyte, was admitted to this ^' Chapel'' 
August 13, 1303, on presentation of the Prior and Convent of Wen* 
lock.2» 

Richard de Upton, admitted to this " Chapel" Nov. 8, 1307, 
on a like presentation. 



" Supra, Vol. II, pp. 76, 77. 

» Pope Nieh, Taxation, pp. 167, 176. 

» MonagHcon, V, 78, b. 

^ Register at WiUey, fo. 37, b. 

» Valor EccIenasHcus, III, 216. 



* Ibidem, p. 208. 

V From Blakewsj 8 MSS. 
« Pfynne, HI, 714. 

* *' Being first presented hy John Lord 
of Beckbiiry,** says Mr. Blakeway. 
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John be Ronton, Clerk, instituted Oct. 15, 1316, on presenta- 
tion of the same ; — John Lord of Beckbnry, " the true Patron,^' hav- 
ing nominated him. He has leave of non-residence, Dec. 16, 1320. 

Richard be Albrinoton, Rector of Beckbury, has a license to 
study in 1322. 

Sir Roger ds Codshall, Priest, was admitted to this " Free 
ChapeP' Nov. 10, 1349, on presentation of John Lord of Beckbury, 
the King presenting mediately because the Priory of Wenlock was 
in his hand, by reason of the wars with France.^ Roger Rector of 
Beckbury, on April 21, 1358, exchanged preferments with — 

John be Tresle, late Vicar of Wombome (Lichfield Diocese) . 

Thok^ attb Brade was admitted to this Church on Nov. 1, 
1361, being presented by the Prior and Convent of Wenlock, after 
the previous nomination of Thomas de la Lowe. 

John la Waleye was admitted Dec. 11, 1363. 

Sir William Hiewet, Clerk, was presented by King Edward III 
on Jan. 28, 1876 (''50 Edw. 3"). He seems to have resigned im- 
mcdiately.^^ 

JEiri> OF PATINTON HUNDRED, 



Cuntietret f&uittireli^ 



On there-arrangement of the Domesday Hundreds of Shropshire, 
the' whole of Condetret, except Neen Sollars, fell to the newly 
created Hundred of Stottesden. The modem Hundred of Stottes- 
den is therefore mainly composed of Manors which stood in the 
Domesday Hundreds of Condetret, Patinton, Alnodestreu, and Bas- 
cherch : it also comprises two Manors which were anciently reputed 
to be in Staffordshire, and four Manors anciently reputed to be in 
Warwickshire ; of all these, except the Condetret Manors, we have 
now given account. Besides these, Stottesden Hundred embraces 
a portion of the Domesday Hundred of Overs, hereafter to be spoken 
of. It also surroimds, but does not include, one Manor, Farlow, 



» See Fatent^ 23 Edw. Ill, p. 2, m. 6. 
" Mr. Blakeway says in « 1375," 
which, according to the then mode of 



1) 



computing the year, would coyer any pe- 
riod up to March 25, 1376. 



140 



CONDETRET HUNDRED. 



TABLE OF THE DOMESDAY 



Domesday 
Name. 



Barbingi . . . . 
Catescheslie . . 

Claiberie 

Dodintone . . . 

Ferlau (Here-') 

fordshipe) . j 

Hauretescote . . 

Hiigelei 

Hoptone 

Ingurdine .... 

Chinlete 

Lan . , 

Melela, LeL k \ 

Fech ] 

None 

Nene 

Nene 

Nortone 

Oyretone .... 

Steple 

Walle 

Waltone 

Waltha 



Saxon Owner, 
T.B.E. 



Alsi and Fech. 
Sidno 



Eddid 



C Eluuardand ') 
\ Elric . . . . j 



Eluuard .... 

C Gk)deva Co- \ 
\ mitissa . . . ) 
Siuuard ...... 

Eduinus .... 

Eddid 

C Ecclesia *) 
I Sancti Petri ) 

Tree Temi . . . 

tJluric 

Huni 



Domesday 
Tenant in Capita. 



Bogerius Comes 
.... Idem. . . . 



Siuuardus 



* • . • 



Toret. 
Edric 

Q-odrio 

Uluric 

Edric 

Elmundus . . . 



CBadulfiiB de 
(^Mortemer . . . 

Bogerius Comes 

Widard 

Bogerius Comes 



.} 



. Idem. 



Bogerius de Lad . . 
Bogerius Comes . . 
CBadulfus de ^ 
( Mortemer . . . . j 

.... Idem 



Idem. 



.... Idem 

.... Idem 

fOsbemus Filius ") 
Bicardi J 

Bogerius Comes . . 

.... Idem 

CBadulfus de ] 
\ Mortemer . . . . j 
Bogerius Comes . . 

.... Idem 

.... Idem 



Domesday 
Mesne, or next Tenant. 



Badulftts de Mortemer 
Idem 



Bainaldus V ioecomes . 



Alcher 

Badulfiis de Mortemer 



Widard 

Willialmus Pantulf 



Bicardus 



Idem. 



Bicardus . . 
Ingefaraimus 

Siuuardus . 



Bainaldus Yioeoomes . 
Badulfiis de Mortemer 



Gk>isfridus 



Badulfiis de Mortemer 

Idem 

Bogerius de Laci .... 



Sob-TeBut. 



Fech 
Ulf , 



Bobertos.. 



Toiet .... 
Iiige]niuiQ& 



Bicardus . . • 'j 
IngdrannoS'i 



'Manor probably in Condetret, but whos 



Stodesdone 



Stodesdone,— ") 
Ecclesia . j 



Eduinus Comes 



Bogerius Comes 



Idem. 



Ecclesia Sanoti Petri 



which^ both at the time of Domesday and now^ was and is reputed 
to be in Herefordshire^ but which we shall follow Domesday in 
speaking of under Condetret Hundred. Of Farlow then and tiie 
ordinary series of Condetret Manors we next proceed to treat. 
Every Condetret Manor named in Domesday can be identified 
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Domeadaj 



Presbiter . . . 



I < Molendinum 
itSflva 



ii 



SHra 



Molendiniun 
Molendinum 



Domesdaj 
Hidage. 



i hide, 
th. 

4 b. 



2 b. 

1 b. 3 yii^. 

3 h. 
1 h. 

3 h. 

1 viig. 
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iviih precision ; but the Manors of Stottesden and Mawley had cer- 
tain adjuncts which we cannot so surely indicate. Of these we will 
speak in their fitting place. Meantime the Table and Map^ here- 
with given^ will afford a synopsis of the general subject. 
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The Saxon tentiinations ben and bun are often interchanged, 
though the former indicates a valley, the latter a hiU or down. We 
accordingly find Stottesden written in both ways, as well as with 
the termination don, as a substitute for bun. 8t6bef , the posses- 
sive case of the Saxon St6b (a stud of brood horses), completes the 
etymology of Stottesden. 

This, at the time of Domesday, was one of the great Manors of 
the Earl Palatine's Demesne, and is described in that Record as 
follows '} — 

''The same Earl holds Stodesdone. Earl Edwin held it (in 
Saxon times) with vii Berewicks. Here are ix hides. In demesne 
are iiii ox-teams, and (there are) viii Ser&, and iii Female Serfs 
(Ancillse), and xviii Villains, and v Boors, and vi SemuSerfs* 
(Coliberti) with xi teams. Here is a Mill of lOs. (annual value), 
and two leases (Leuuedes)' of Wood. In time of King Edward 
(the Manor) was worth £20. (per annum) ; now (it is worth) iKlO. 

The Church of St. Peter holds the Church of this Manor, to- 
gether with two hides and a half. Thereon are x Villains with ii 
ox-teams, and there might be ii other teams (employed) thereon. 
This (land) is worth 20*. (per annum).*' 

On the forfeiture of Earl Robert de Belesme, Stottesden fell to 
the Crown, and was thenceforward esteemed to be a Manor of 



^ Dometday^ fo. 254, a, 1. 

' I coin a word to represent what I in- 
fer from a multitude of opinions to hare 
been tHe condition of the DomBiday Coli- 
berti. They seem to have been Serfs par- 
tially enfranchised; that is, each held some 
land or other tenement, and paid a fixed 
rent in money, produce, or personal ser- 
▼ioe. But the Coliberti belonged to the 
land ; they were iucripH glthm^ like the 
YiUains, and required further manumission 
to make them Liberi, 

' The LeugsD, Lcuus, and Leuuedes of 
Dometdcuf are, I suppose, identical. That 



in pasai«es like the above, an srad lom- 
sure was intended, I hare before observed 
(Vide Vol. I, p. 165, note 4). The only 
explanation which I find of the Lenga^ as 
a square measure, makes it equal to twelre 
Quaranteines. The (^uarimtena of Dome^ 
day is said to be represented by the mo- 
dem Furlong (Forty-long). The forty 
perches, which composed the Quaranteine^ 
must however have been ^qmare perches, 
not perches of twenty feet in length, as 
one Commentator instructs us (Vide JCm- 
net. Ghsear, Paroeh. Antiq, sub yooe 
Quaraniena). 
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Ancient Demesne, This however is said with some qualification^ as 
regards the adjuncts of the Manor. The seven Berewicks which 
Domesday attributes to Stottesden^ were^ all or most of them^ out- 
lying members thereof aud were granted away on various condi- 
tions^ I think by Eling Henry I. This will be more apparent when 
we come to speak of those Berewicks. The Central Man<»*^ which 
alone reached the hands of King Henry II as Boyied Demesne^ 
contained^ I think, only four of the nine hides of Domesday. Its 
fiscal value was^ at the time of that Princess accession^ reputed to 
be £14. 3«. per ofumm^ and so much the SherifiT^ as Ferm&r of the 
County, may be presumed to have paid at the Exchequer, for each 
of the four first regnal years of Henry II. It was sometime du- 
ring the year ending Michaelmas, 1159, that the King granted this 
estate to Grodfrey de Gamages, — a date and a fact which are thus 
ascertained. — 

The Sheriff, accounting at that period, deducts from his gross 
obligations the following items : — " Et in terris datis Godefrido de 
Gamages, £14. 3^. et £7,*^^ In what quarter the King's grant of 
seven librates of land lay I cannot ascertain, and indeed it seems to 
have been revoked within the next year; for the Sheriff, accounting 
at Michaelmas, 1160, attributes to Godfrey de Gamages a gift of 
Crown lands to the extent of £14. Ss. only, but states it expressly 
to be in Stottesdun.^ And this entry on the Sheriff' RoUs con- 
tinues, without material variation, till Michaelmas, 1176, when 
Matthew, son of Godfrey de Gramages, appears as his Father's suc- 
cessor in this matter of Royal bounty.^ 

The history of the Norman Family of Gmoaaches belongs rather 
to Herefordshire than to Shropshire ; nevertheless I pause to make 
one or two remarks as to its origin and earlier interests. The 
Castle and ViU of Gramaches were situated in the Norman Yexin, 
and gave name to a Deanery in the Archdiocese of Rouen. God- 
firey de Gamaches, who doubtless derived his name from this vill, 
inherited two Ejughts'-fees of old feoffment in the Herefordshire 
Barony of De Lacy.^ The English interests of his iamily were 
therefore established previous to the death of King Henry I. It 
is probable that Godfrey de Gamaches took some active part in the 
restoration of Henry II, for, in the year previous to that in which 
he had a grant of Stottesden, the 'King gave him fourteen SoR- 
dates of Crown land in Herefordshire, and also excused him a debt 



4'fi. 6 



Bot. Pip, 6, 6. 22 Hen. II, Selop, \ 7 i^er Niger (Hearne), I, 158. 
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of 168. 4d,, — ^his proportion of the Donum then assessed on that 
County.^ In 1165 Godfrey de Gamages appears as holder of the 
two Lacy Fees above alluded to; and^ in 1172^ we have evidence 
that he was still possessed of an estate in Normandy, viz. in the 
VicomtS of the Boumois, and which he held in capUe by service of 
half a knight^s-fee.* 

Before Michaelmas^ 1176, Matthew de Gamages had succeeded 
both to Stottesden and to such of the Herefordshire estates of his 
Father Godfi^y as had been held in capite. Mansel Gamage, the 
estate held under Lacy, went to Matthew^s younger brother Wil* 
liam, by disposal of their Father.^° 

A matter, touching Matthew de Gumages^s Shropshire interests, 
during the reign of Richard I, has already been detailed. From 
Easter 1193 to Easter 1197 Stottesden was an Escheat. ^^ The af- 
fairs which were cotemporarily taking place in Normandy will serve 
to explain this. By the Treaty of Issoudun, in December, 1195, 
King Richard I ceded to Philip Augustus the Castle of Gramaches, 
with the rest of the Norman Vexin. On the renewal of hostili- 
ties, in 1196, that Castle became the scene of one of those few 
brilliant exploits which grace the name of John Earl of Moreton. 
He recaptured it, and it was instantly fortified and garrisoned for 
the King of England, at an expense commensurate with its im- 
portance as an outpost on the then shattered and debatable fron* 
tier. From that time till the year 1203, when Normandy was 
finally lost to the English Crown, the position of Matthew de 
Gamaches will have been as critical as that of the Castle and dis- 
trict with which his name is associated. The Rolls from 1197 to 
1203 show him in possession both of Stottesden and of the Here- 
fordshire Manor, which he held in capite}^ Moreover, and as if his 
allegiance to the English Crown had been regarded as important, 
he stood seized in 1201 of three Royal Manors in Staffordshire, viz. 
Wiginton, Tettenhall, and More.^^ Such bribes were vain. Matthew 
de Gkimaches preferred a French allegiance, and all his English 
estates reverted to King John. The forfeiture of Stottesden in 
particular seems to have taken effect about Easter, 1204, for the 



^ Sot. Pip. 4 Hen. II, Herefordshire. 
The grant of fourteen Solidaies was after- 
wards increased to one of fifteen Solidaies, 
e. g. : — Et Ghdefrido de Gamages XV *. 
{Rot. Pip. 7 Hen. II, Heref. In terris da- 
tie.) 



• Stapleton's Rot. Iformanma, Xlf 
cclvi. 

>o Testa de KevUly p, 71. 

" Supra, Vol. I, pp. 201, 212. 

" Rot. Pip. de ei^dem annis ct Rot, 
Cane. 3 John, p. 46. 
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Sheriff, accounting for the year which ended at Michaelmas follow- 
ing, attributes £7. \9, 6d., or half of the said year's ferm of Sto- 
desdan, to Matthew de Gttmages in the usual way ; aud with re- 
spect to the other half, he does not indeed charge himself there- 
with, but says that the '^ men of the VUl ought to answer for the 
same/' ^' This obligation, lying on the Tenants of Matthew de 
Gtunages, seems to have been reasserted and liquidateid in the 
course of the next fiscal year.^* Meanwhile, that is on January 
14, 1205, King John issued his WriUClose to the Sheriff of Shrop- 
shire, ordering him to appraise, as best he could, twenty librates of 
land in Stotesden, and give the same to Ivo and Hugh Pantulf, 
'' as the King had previously by word of mouth enjoined." ^® It 
appears that the whole of Stottesden thus passed to the new 
Ghrantees, for the Sheriff, accounting at Michaelmas, 1205, dis- 
charges his liabilities of the following item : — " In terris datis ; — 
Yvoni Pantulf et Hugom frairi suo £14. 3«. in Stodesdon, per breve 
Regis J^'^^ This entry continues substantively the same till Mi- 
chaelmas, 1214, when the Sheriff names Yvo Pantulf only as the 
Grantee of Stottesden. This again continues till Christmas, 1223, 
when the Earl of Chester, as Sheriff, attributes a quarter's reve- 
nue, or £3. 10*. 9d., to Yvo Pantulf; while the Earl of Salisbury, 
accounting at Michaelmas, 1224, attributes £10. 12*. 3cf. ia Sto- 
desdon (that is, the revenue of three-quarters of the year then 
ended) to William de Gamages.^^ We conclude that, about Christ- 
mas, 1223, William de Gramages was restored to this estate of his 
family, — a conclusion which must presently be tested by other evi- 
dence. 

Even before the crisis which separated his elder Brother from 
England, William de Gamages had experienced the favour of King 
John. In or before 1201 he had a grant of Crown-lands in Glou- 
cestershire.^® In 1203 he had a similar grant in Normandy.^' 
Again, in the same year. King John gave him the Rutlandshire 
Manor of Cotesmore. Of the forfeited estates of his elder Brother, 
Tettenhall was bestowed upon him shortly after.^ In August, 



" ■ " Bot. Pip., 6, 7 John, Salop. 

^ Rot. Oaus. 1, 17, b. 

.^ Boi Pip. 6 John, Salop. A previouB 
entry on this Boll, making inadvertent 
mention of Matthew de Gamages, is can- 
celled in the osual way, by being ftnder- 
limed. 

»' Sot. Pip. 8 Hen. Ill, Salop. 



^ Rot. Cano. 3 John, p. 34. 

^* RotuU NormannuB (Hardy), p. 103. 

^ William de Gkunages, in May, 1205, 
gave Tettenhall in exchange to Archbishop 
Hubert, who intended to endow a Cister- 
dan Abbey at Wolrerhampton therewith 
{Rot. Pat. p. 152). In June the Arch- 
bishop died, and in October following 
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1^09^ I find him accompanying tbe King in the ao-called ''army of 
Scotland/^^^ In August, 1210, he was with him in Ireland.^* In 
May, 1214, he had the usual letters of Scutage, significant of his 
personal service in the Army of Poitou.® In April, 1216, Kii^ 
John gave him the Gloucestershire Manor of Southam f^ and ou 
July 28, in the same year, the King, being then at Haye in Rad- 
norshire, iipprises the Sheriff of Shropshire that he has " restored 
to his faithM and beloved William de Gamages the land of To- 
tendon (read Stottesdon), with all its appurtenances, as his right 
and inheritance, which land had formerly belonged to Matthew djB 
Gamages, the Grantee's brother;'^ and so the Sheriff was to give 
the said William instant seizin thereof.^ Nor did the Royal favour 
to William de Gamages cease with the life of King John. On 
April 17th, King Henry III pronounces the Herefordshire Manor 
of Dilun to be his " right and inheritance." It was Dilwyn, — ^the 
Manori which Matthew de Gamages had held in capUe, and though 
on his forfeiture the estate had been given to another, an equivalent 
was now to be provided elsewhere for the said temporary Grantee; 
urther steps were taken in July and August following to enforce 
the King^s intentions in this matter.^® 

In November, 1217, William de Gamages appears as entitled to 
a share of the Gloucestershire Manor of Westbury, in right of his 
wife Lisebell, daughter and co-heir of Henry de Mineriis.^ On 
March 14, 1218, the Sheriff of Herefordshire has orders to restore 
to him his land of Boyhckered, of which he had been disseized 
during the late war.^ 

I must now return, to give a more particular account of Stottes- 
den. It appears that King John^s grant thereof to Ivo and Hugh 
Pantulf was provisional, not in fee and inheritance. Hence a Re- 
cord of the year 1211 describes the said Ivo and Hugh as holding 
the Manor of the Bailitmck of King John,^' that being the term 
by which these limited Tenures in capite were indicated. The 



King John cancelled the exchange, thus 
restoring Tettenhall to William de Gb- 
mages (Clatts. I, 56). 

2» • » MitcB, p. 125. PreegtUay pp. 212, 
223. 

a • « Claits. I, 201, 261. 

» Clau8, I, 278, b. 

» Ibidem, pp. 306, 317, 320. In the 
second Writ Matthew de Gamagef is 



erroneously described, or transcribed, as 
^flrfAtfr of William. 

V Clans, I, 345. See also Bat, Fin, 
Vol. I, p. 4. 

» Clau9. 1, 355. 

» Testa de NeviO, pT 56. The Becord 
also describes the Manor as an Escheat of 
Matthew de Oau^s^ and giyes its fiscal 
Talue of £14. 3«. 
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Grant was afterwards suspended^ probably in the year 1215^ and 
by reason of the suspected disloyalty of the Grantees. Hugh de 
Mortimer (of Wigmore) then seems to have had, or to have claimed 
ingress therein, under some concession of King John. That Mon- 
arch however on December 2, 1215, orders Thomas de Erdinton to 
seize the Manor into the King's hand ; but if Hugh de Mortimer 
could show any Royal warrant for holding it, then Erdinton was to 
act towards him accordingly.^ In July, 1216, as we have already 
seen, William de Oamages had King John's Writ for the restitu- 
tion of Stottesden. However, within two years of Henry Ill's 
accession, Ivo and Hugh Pantulf obtained that Prince's order to 
the Sheriff to restore the Manor to them. But this was not acted 
upon ; for on December 26, 1218, another Writ^^ issued to the said 
Sheriff telling him to delay such restoration, and recounting the 
two allied but discordant grants of the late King, viz. the first to 
Yvo and Hugh Pantulf, ks of the King's BaUvwick, and to sustain 
them in the King's service ; the second to William de Gamages, as 
his right and inheritance : the Sheriff was to pause till the ques- 
tion was determined before the King's Council, as to which claim 
was superior. It was not till October 18, 1219, that the King's 
Justices Itinerant in Shropshire, were apprised of William de Ga- 
mages's sound title, which the King had discovered by infection 
of the Rolls.^^ 

What followed must be inferred from the fact that, at the Assizes 
of November, 1221, Yvo and Hugh Pantulf sued William de 
Gamages, for disseizing them bf their free tenement in Stottesden. 
To this charge William de Gamages replied by alleging King John's 
Writ in his favour. The Sheriff also appeared in Court, and put 
in the two writs of Eang Henry III already quoted, viz. that to 
himself enjoining delay, and that to the Justices Itinerant. The 
Sheriff further explained that these Writs had caused him to disre- 
gard the earlier Writ in favour of the two Patitulfs, who, it seems, 
had never been reseized. The Plaintiffs, hereupon acknowledging 
that the question was not as yet fully settled in the Curia Regis, as ' 
to whose right was the best, were ordered to attend and hear sen- 
tence at Westminster on the Octaves of Hilary (1222).^ 

On May 7, 1222, the King orders full reseizin for William de 



» • « CZaw. I, 239, 376, b. 
^ Ibidem, p. 402, - There were not any 
Jiulioes Ml Eyre in SbropBhiro at this 



date. The Writ must be taken as pro- 
apective. 
^ Arizes, 6 Hen. Ill, memb. 2. 
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Gamages^ both of Stottesden and Tetteuhall,^ but without aOu- 
ding to the previous litigation^ which had probably been compounded 
in the interval. The Pipe Bolla do not recognize the restitution 
till Michaelmas following. 

Meantime, that is in February, 1221, William de Gamages had 
letters of Scutage, as personally assisting at the siege of Biham.^^ 
In August, 1223, he had a similar favour in regard to the Scutage 
of Montgomery.^ On November 16, 1223, the King orders the 
Sheriff of Shropshire to respite, till the next Iter of the Justices, a 
demand of three merks, which the said Sheriff had against William 
dc Gamages's men of Stottesden. Their misdemeanour was that 
they had not produced in the County Court a certain ladder from 
which another Tenant had fallen, and so been killed.'^ 

In April, 1225, we hear of William de Gtunages as having cus- 
tody of Ludlow Castle on behalf of the Crown, for which office he 
received a salary of fifty merks per annum?^ On June 13, 1233, 
the King being at Worcester and the Barons of the Marches being 
required to give hostages for their faith and services till the Realm 
should be more tranquil, William de Gamages so gave his son 
Henry, who was committed to the custody of Walter de Beau- 
champ.^^ At Michaelmas, 1235, and Easter, 1236, when the Aid 
on marriage of the King's sister was coUected in Shropshire, Wil- 
liam de Gamages paid two merks thereon, that being the propor- 
tionate assessment on one fee, said to be of old feoffment ; he paid 
it by hand of Gamel de Stottesden.^ The Pipe-Roll of Michael- 
mas, 1239, attributes the Tenure of fourteen librates and three 
soUdatea of land in Stottesden, in the usual way, as " given to 
William de Gamages.'* 

.. But the Roll of 1240 represents John de Plaseto as accredited 
with the current year's ferm^ intimating moreover that the King 
had given him the said lands to maintain him in the Royal service, 
and to hold during the King's pleasure. The fact is that William 
de Gtimages was, at this time, deceased ; that the King had reco- 
vered Stottesden fcoux (Jodfrey de Gamages, son and heir of Wil- 
liam, and had bestowed it on John de Plessetis, but in the limited 
and conditional way above indicated. While the Manor had been 
in the King's hand, we learn from the same Pipe-Roll of 1240, that 



** CUmt. I, 496, b. 

»•»•«' Ibidem, pp. 476, 572, 575. 

» Claut, II, 33. ^ 



* Claus, 17 Hen. Ill, m. 8 dorto. 
« Testa de NevUl^ pp. 60, 61. 
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the Sheriff of Shropshire had expended 208. on the cultivation of 
the Demesne lands thereof. 

Before I proceed with any account of the new Lords of Stottes- 
den^ it will be fitting to trace to its extinction the male line of De 
Qamages. Gkxlfrey succeeded his Father at Cotesmore^ in Rutland- 
shire, and at Mansel Oamages, and other estates in Herefordshire 
and in Wales. He died in 1253, and I find an order to the Ring's 
Escheators to seize his lands, dated Oct. 2, of that year.^^ Also in 
the same month, Alda, his Widow, was suing John de Plessetis for 
a third of the Manor of Stottesden, which she claimed as her dower. 
The cause was adjourned to Hilary Term foUowing, but the litigated 
land being apparently seized into the King's hand, John de Ples- 
setis moves the Court to reinstate him at once therein.^^ This was 
probably done, either immediately or eventually, for I cannot sup- 
pose that Alda's claim was ever allowed. Godfrey de Gamages left 
three .daughters and Coheirs, viz. Elizabeth, Lucia, and Eufemia. 
Elizabeth appears to have been married to Henry de Pembruge, 
Junior, previous to April 20, 1254, when I find her, her husband, 
and her two Sisters, jointly impleading one Bichard de Tunderley 
for the land of Trewam, which, being a member of that Honoiu* 
of Boghred late held in capite by Godfrey de Gamages, had been 
wrested from the said Godfrey by the said Bichard de Tunderley, 
under the false pretence that it was a member of the Honour of 
Castle Matilda in Elvein.^ 

On May 10, 1254, we find, as I have before related,^ that Henry 
de Pembruge, Senior, purchased from the King the marriages of 
Luda and Eufemia de Gamages, for two of his other sons. The 
Ladies were taken from the custody of Mai^ery de Lacy, who I 
suppose had them in ward by reason of their late Father's tenure at 
Mansel Gamages. I have also before alluded to another claim of 
two of these Coheiresses, viz. Elizabeth and Eufemia^ who, in 1263, 
were endeavouring once more to recover Stottesden from Hugh, son 
and heir of John de Plessetis above-mentioned. Their claim was 
unsuccessful, as the sequel will show. 

It remains therefore to state that Lucia, the third Coheiress, had 
probably deceased in the interval, without issue ; and that the de- 
scendants of Henry and William de Pembruge, husbands respec- 

• 

« Sot Fin. 37 Hen. Ill, m. 2. ' « InqMmtioM, 38 Hen. Ill, No. 20. 



« PlacUa, Midi. Term, 37 Hen. Ill, 
in. II recio ei 14 dorso. 



« Supra, VoL II, p. 227. 
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tively of Elizabeth and Eufenua de Oamages^ represent that family 
of almost Baronial rank^ whose connection with Stottesden here 
ceases^ but whose history as Lords of Tong I have already conti- 
nned to a mnch later sera. 

We now return to John de Plessetis^ the powerful and fortunate 
favourite of Henry III^ and whose Title to Stottesden was evidently 
framed in disregard of the better claims of hereditary descent. His 
history, as sometime Earl of Warwick, I need not dwell upon here. 
In the year following that in which Stottesden was ^ven to him 
conditionally, he obtained a grant thereof in Fee and inheritance, 
with all its Liberties and appurtenances.^ In 28 Hen. Ill (1243-4) 
he had a grant of Market here, to be held weekly on Tuesdays, and 
a fair to be held annually on the eve, the day, and the morrow of 
the Assumption (August 14, 15, 16), together with the privil^e of 
Vree-Warrenf^ 

The Jurors of Stottesden Hundred, relating in 1255 the niatm of 
this Manor, said that '^ it was an Escheat of the Lord King of the 
Land of the NormanSy which Sir John de Plessy holds in capiie of 
the King, who is enfeoffed in the same vill by Royal Charter, and 
for service othalfa knighfs-fee. Therein are iiii hides of land, and 
they were used to be geldable, but now are not so, by Charter which 
t^he said John hath from the King ; and he (John) hath withdrawn 
himself frx)m Stdts of Hundred Courts, and from other things im- 
plied by the term geldable, these nineteen years past ;*7 whereby the 
King is damaged at the rate of £1 per annum, or £19 in all.^' The 
Jurors also said that " Sir John de Plessy had a Franchise in tiie 
Vill of Stottesden, and had withdrawn himself from every kind of 
Suit J* They also reported how two hounds of Philip de Farlawe^s 
having entered the Warren of John de Plessy, but caught nothing 
therein, the said Philip had paid 49. recompense to Henry de Chip- 
penham, the Seneschal of Stottesden.**^ 

John de Plessetis Was at this time Earl of Warwick ; but for the 
mode in whiph he acquired and hdd that Title I must refer else- 
where :^ at the Shropshire Assizes of January, 1256, he is so styled 
in two instances ; the first, where he recovers the person and chat- 
tels of Robert de BoUisword, his Native or Villain, whom he had 



« Sot. Chart., 26 Hen. Ill, No. 6. 
An entry in the Teata de Nevill (p. 45), 
which shows John de Pleisi as Tenant in 
capite of one knight's-fee in Stottesden, 
muHt be dated in the same year (1241). 



^ Ibidem, 28 Hen. Ill, memb. 4. 
*' Fifteen or sixteen years would pro- 
bably have been more accurate. 
« Rot. Kundred, II, 81. 
« Duffdale's Baronage, I, 772, 773. 
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preyioufily sued for in the County Court; ^ the second, where Oilbert 
de Mitleton, having against him a Suit of novel disseizin concern- 
ing a tenement in Stokes, retracts the same.^^ 

John de Plessetis, Earl of Warwick, died on February 26, 1263. 
The heir of himself and his first wife, Christiana de Sandford, was 
Hugh de Plessetis, aged twenty-six years at his Father's death.^^ 
In April following this Hugh had Uvery of the Manor of '' Suttes- 
don^' (read Stottesdon) ^' as a tenure in capite, by service of one 
knighfs-fee,'^ his iZe/ie/* thereon being 100s. He had also livery of 
other lands inherited from his Mother.^ He married Isabella, one 
of the three Coheirs of Philippa Bassett, sometime Countess of War- 
wick, and on Nov. 29, 1265, had livery of his said wife's estate.^^ 
In 54 Hen. Ill (1269-70) Hugh de Plessetis gave the Manor of 
Stottesden, ia frank marriage with Christiana his infant daughter, 
to John, son of Nicholas de Segrave,^'* which John seems at the 
time to have been about fourteen years of age. The Jurors of 
Stottesden Hundred reported this transfer at the Assizes of Sep- 
tember, 1272, addingy that it was without the King's consent. They 
also reported John de Segrave to be then seized thereof,* but among 
the Defaulters in their Hundred appears the name of Nicholas de 
Segrave,^^ as though the Father were accountable for the Suit and 
Service due from Stottesden while the Son was in minority. At the 
Inquisition of Stottesden Hundred, taken in November, 1274, the 
Jurors traced accurately the descent of this Manor from John de 
Plessetis to Hugh de Plessetis. The alienation thereof by the latter 
they also dated in 1270, and explained that Nicholas de Segrave 
was to hold Stottesden for his life.^^ This however he did not do ; 
for though he himself lived till 1295, his Son John was in 1277 
fuUy seized of Stottesden. There was a Military Summons return- 
able at Worcester on July 1 of the latter year, and John de Segrave 
responded thereto by acknowledging the service of one Knighf s-Fee 
in Stottesden, performable by himself and John Mallore, his serving- 
man.^ The Feodary of 1284 consistently reports that '^ John de 
S^rave and Christiana his wife hold the Manor of Stotresdon for 
one Knighf 8-fee of the King, in capite.'' ^^ 



"•" AuizeM^ 40 Hen. Ill, m. 2 darso 
and 12 recto, 

H Inqttmiiona, 47 Hen. Ill, No. 27. 

« Sot. lin. 47 Hen. HI, m. 7. Dug- 
dale's Btatement of these particulars is not 
quite accurate. 



M Ibidem, 60 Hen. Ill, m. 9. 
» JhtgdMa Baronage^ 1, 674. 
^ AuizeSf 56 Hen. Ill, m. 49 dono, 
S7 Bot. Stmdredy II, 107, 108. 
^ ParliameiUaiy WriU^ I, 206. 
» Kirby'a Qiiest, 
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At the Assizes of 1292 the Jurors of this Hundred said that John 
de Segrave claimed Free- Warren in Stottesden ; also to hold his 
Fr^e-Court there twice in the yes^^ and decide all such Fleas as the 
Sheriff ordinarily decided ; also the privilege of cLssizmg bread and 
beer. Being questioned^ as it seems^ for his authority to exer- 
cise these Franchises^ John de Segrave pleaded the Grant of King 
Henry III of the Manor and its liberties to John de Flessetis and 
his heirs. At the time of that grants said he^ the King held the 
two annual Courts in question. As to assizing bread and beer^ that 
was further justified and implied by the Grant of Market given to 
the same John de Flessetis by the same King. Hugh de Lowther 
(the Crown Attorney) hereupon started a favourite objection of his 
in such caseS; viz. that a Grant to John de Flessetis and his hebrs 
could not extend to the present Defendant^ who was not his heir. 
The result was a reference of the matter to the next Farliamant.^ 

The Feodary of March, 1316, gives John de Segrave as Lord of 
Stottesden.^^ He died in 18 Edw. II (1324-5), seized inter a&a of 
this Manor.^^ His Son Stephen had obtained, four years previously, 
a Grant of the Hundred of Stottesden for life.^^ He died in the 
same year, and apparently in the same foreign service as his aged 
Father. The Heir of both was John, son of the said Stephen, which 
John was then in minority ; but of him I need say no more. His 
career, as well as many other incidents in the fortimes of that great 
Baronial House which he represented, are the subject of a nobler 
and fiiller Record.^ 

STOTTESDEN CHUBCH. 

I must speak of Stottesden Church, its Farish, its Tithes, and 
the Estate attached thereto at Domesday, distinguishing the four as 
well as circumstances will permit. The Church was, I doubt not, 
one of those Saxon Foundations which had for its Farish a district 
far greater than existent Records enable us to define. Before 1085 
Earl Ilc^er de Montgomery gave this Church to Shrewsbury Abbey, 
as we learn from his own Charter .^^ Domesday verifies the said Char- 



^ PlaeUa Corona, 20 Edw. 1, memb. 
20. 

•> I^arliametUary Writs, lY, 398. 

tt InqmgiHoiUt 19 Edw. 11, No. 88. 

o DugdaU'9 Baronage, I, 675. Stot- 
tesden Hundred belonged to the Grown. 
Tlie Fermor thereof paid, in 1255, fourteen 



merks to the Sheriff {Mot. ffnnd, 11, 83), 
and six merks in 1274 {Sot, ffund. II, 
108). Stephen de Segrave was to pay the 
andentferm, but it does not appear what 
that was. 

•* VugdaUfs Baronage, I, pp. 675-6. 

* Salop Ghartulary, No. 2. 
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ter, as we have seen above, calling Shrewsbury Abbey the " Church 
c^ St. Peter/' and intimating that two and a half hides of land were 
attached to the Church of Stottesden, — were in fact its Glebe. King 
William (I or II), reciting and confirming the EarPs grants to the 
Abbey, specifies that of the Church of Stottesdon, and indicates the 
very vills which formed its possessions or Glebe. They were Dodel- 
mutha (read Dodelwicha, i. e. Duddlewick), Hinetona (Hinton), and 
Prestecota (Prestcote)." The next point to notice, or rather recall, 
is, that Earl Bc^er in 1086 granted a third of the Tithes of Stotes- 
den to his Collegiate Church of Quatford.«7 The Tithes of the EarPs 
demesne must here be understood; but it adds much to the suspi- 
cious character of one of Earl HugVs Charters to Shrewsbury Ab- 
bey, wh^i we hear that in the next generation the said Earl Hugh 
granted the tithes of his demesne of Stottesden to that House.^ 
However another and a l^ss suspicious Charter of Earl Hugh clears 
up the difficulty. Thereby the Earl grants to Shrewsbiu'y Abbey 
iwo^thirds of the tithes of his Demesnes of Stottesdone, Neutone 
(Newton), and Walkeslawe (Walkerslow).^' 

I forbear to recite the repeated confirmations of Stottesden Church 
which Shrewsbury Abbey obtained from Henry I, Stephen, Henry II, 
and Henry III. It would seem that the Monks in the first instance 
appropriated the Church estates to themselves, and also extorted a 
pension of £4. per annum from each Hector whom they presented 
to Stottesden. Such a pension is sanctioned by the Confirm^ation 
of Bishop Robert de Betun, about 1138. The same Charter con- 
firms to the Abbey the tithes of its whole demesne of Dudelwich 
and of its demesne of Stotesdun (meaning, I suppose, Hinton and 
Prestcote) ; also two parts of the demesne- tithes of the Lords of 
Stotesdun and Walkerlowe.^^ The last-named tithes are again con- 
firmed by the Charter of Bishop Gilbert Foliot.'^^ The next Con- 
firmation is that of Bishop William de Vere. It admits Master 
William de Calne to Stottesden Church, and institutes him Rector 
thereof as well as of all its dependent Chapels, mentioning those of 
Femlawe (Farlow), Wuerketon (Wrickton), Eston (perhaps Aston 
Botterell), and Wethull (WheathiU). It mentions the preceding 
Rector, Gamel. It further indicates the reserved pension of the 
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Salop Chartulary, No. 84. 



^ Supra, VoL I, p. 109. 
® Salop Chartulary, No. 5. — See some 
romarks on this Document, supra, Vol. I, 



p. 33, note 12. 

® Chartulary, No. 3. — ^Vide supra, Vol. 
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Abbey as being £6, instead of ^64^* In Michaelmas Term, 1207, 
I find Gilbert de Lacy suing the Abbot of Shrewsbury at Westmin- 
ster, to oblige the Abbot to collate him to Stottesden Church, as 
he was bound to do by his (the Abbotts) Charter. The Abbot was 
summoned to make reply before the King in Easter Term follow- 
ing.7* On July 30, 1242, the King appoints Alexander, Treasurer 
of St. PauPs, as a Justiciar, to try a question whether certain land 
in Stottesdon belonged to the Church thereof, or was the lay-fee of 
the Abbot of Salop.''* The matter, or some question involved there- 
with, seems to have come eventually before a Papal Del^ate ; for 
on May 23, 1244, a King^s Patent, declaring that " Stephen Han- 
niball had summoned William de Haverhull, Possessor (Incumbent, 
I suppose) of the Church of Stottesden, out of the kingdom, con- 
trary to the privilege granted to the King by the Pope," proceeds 
to appoint Robert de Shardelowe as the King's Proctor, to lay be- 
fore the said Judge-Delegate such things as the King should deem 
expedient.^* 

Archbishop Peckham's Confirmation, dated August 23, 1280, 
sanctions the pension of £4. receivable by Shrewsbury Abbey fipom 
the Church of Stottesden.^* Soon after this the Church appears 
to have become a Vicarage, the Abbot of Shrewsbury procuring an 
appropriation thereof firom Bishop Swinfield. The first Charter on 
the subject bears date September 25, 1283. The Bishop merely 
confirms the Church of Stottesden to the Abbot and Convent, saving 
a competent provision for the Vicar. On Sept. 4, 1286, the same 
Bishop settles the Vicarial Income at thirty-three merks (£22.) 
per annum, by an Ordinance which assumes the gross Value of the 
Church to amount to the astonishing sum of £86. 18*. ^dJ^ For 
the particulars of the Vicar's endowment of thirty-three merks I 
refer elsewhere,'''® merely remarking that no subsequent Valuation 
of either the Rectorial or Vicarial Income is equal or proportionate 



^ Chartulaiy, Nos. 338 b, and 351.— 
This Institution was in the time of Abbot 
Bolph, and so between 1186 and 1190. 
The Dependency of Aston Botterell Church 
seems to have been erentually shaken off. 
The account thereof ahready given (Vol I, 
pp. 228, 229) treats of s later period, when 
not a vestige of the supposed subjection 
remained. 

^ Pl4tcita^ Mich. Term, 9 John, m. 13. 

'* Pat. 26 Hen. Ill, dorso. 



» i'a^. 28 Hen. in. 

^ Chartulary, No. 62. 

77 • 7« BuJcea^s Jnti^iHes, p. 24a— Bi- 
shop Swinfiold's two Charters of appro* 
priation, — a Confirmation thereof by the 
Dean and Chapter of Hereford, — and a 
Quii- Claim by John de Segrave, are re- 
ferred to in one of the Indices of the Salop 
Chartulary, but do not appear in the \o- 
lumo itself. 
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to the Sums contemplated in this apprapriaiion and adjustment. On 
the 18th of April, 1290, Richard Swinfield, Bishop of Hereford, 
visiting this part of his Diocese, and, as I infer, the Church of Stot- 
tesden, passed the night at Duddlewick, where forage for forty-one 
horses of his train was provided by the Abbot of Shrewsbury, while 
the rest of the day^s expenses were discharged by the Bishop him- 
8elf.7» 

The Churck^Taxation of 1291 values Stottesdon, that is, the Abbot 
of Shrewsbury's Rectorial income therefrom, at £2G. \Zs. 4d, -, be- 
sides this the Vicarage, called the Vicarial Portion, was £IS. 6s. Sd, 
The Abbot of Wigmore had a portion otlSs. 4d. -, the Rector of Com- 
ley a portion of £l. ; the Precentor of Wenlock Priory a portion of 
ld«. 4d.j and the Dean of Brug a portion of 68. Sd., from Stottesden 
Church.^ Of the origin of none of these pensions except the last 
can I give any satisfactory account. The last doubtless represented 
a composition between the Abbot of Shrewsbury and the Dean of 
Brug, whereby Earl Roger's grant of Stottesden Tithes to Quatford 
Church had sometime been commuted for a fixed annual charge. 
The same Taa^ation informs us that the Vicar of Stottesden received 
an annual portion of 23. from the Church of WethuU. This doubt- 
less was the result of the ancient dependence of Wheathill Chapel 
on the Mother Church of Stottesden. 

On March 15, 1291, the King ordered Malcolumb de Harley to 
make Inquest as to the Advowson of Stottesden : this was done at 
Bridgnorth, on April 30 following. The Jurors found that " Roger 
de Belleume^^ (they meant Earl Roger), "who came with the Con- 
queror, gave Stottesden Church, with other Churches, to Salop Ab- 
bey, so as that, when the then Rectors should die, the Abbey might 
retain those Churches to its own uses, presenting from time to time 
a fit Clerk for Institution to the Bishop/' They further found that 
Clerks were thus instituted, tiU, on the death of Ralph Dungoun, 
the last Rector, the Abbot had appropriated the Church, with Epi- 
scopal consent indeed, but after the enactment of the Statute of 
Mortmain. The Jurors had inspected charters of Earl Roger, King 
William, and Henry III, bearing on the matter, and produced by 
the Abbey. They valued the Church at one hundred merks, and 
said that the Portion recently allotted to the Vicar was thirty (not 
thirty-three) merks ; that it would not injure the King to allow the 
appropriation unless there were concurrent vacancies in Stottesden 
Church and Shrewsbury Abbey, when the King would lose a pre- 

^ ffouwhold JExpemet, p. 76. | ^ Pope Nieh. Taxaiiony p. 166, a. 
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sentation (to the greater emoluments) : the Church, they added, 
was charged with all its ancient burdens and responsibilities^ and 
the* Abbot and Vicar exercised jointly greater hospitality for the 
relief of the people thereabouts than the former Rectors had done.^^ 
It is evident that the Appropriation was eventually conceded by the 
Crown; but, — 

In October, 1292, Hugh de Louther, as Attorney for the King, 
sued the Abbot of Shrewsbury for this Advowson, alleging that 
King Henry I had formerly been seized thereof, and had presented 
one John fitz Walter, his Clerk, to the Church, who was thereupon 
instituted, and who duly received the emoluments. Hugh de Lou- 
ther, in the usual form, deduced Edward I's title and descent firom 
Henry I. The Abbot appealed to a Jury, apparently of Knights, 
who were to try the single issue whether the King or the Abbot 
had the better right. The said Jury found for the Abbot.®* 

It will be seen, from what has been stated above, that the value 
of Stdttesden Church, that is, the Rectory, Vicarage, and four pen- 
sions, amounted by the Teuvatian to £42. 13^. 4J. In 1841 the 
Assessors of the Ninth, after correctly quoting that Taxation, pro- 
ceeded to rate the Parish at j£15. 6^. 8<f. to the current impost. 
The reasons for the diminution were, because the Glebe of the 
Church was two Carucates of land and 50«. rent (included in the 
Tawation, but not now to be reckoned). Moreover 500 acres in 
the Parish lay untilled, and there was no stock of sheep or lambs, 
and the Tenants had quitted under stress of poverty. Again, the 
hay and other small tithes were computed in the Taxation, but 
were not regarded in estimating the Ninth ; but in reckoning the 
said Ninth the Assessors had taken care to include the Temporalities 
of Shrewsbury Abbey,*^ which, as I suppose, were not accounted of 
in the Taxation. 

In 1584 Thomas Abbot of Shrewsbury returned, among the re- 
ceipts of his House, a sum of £8. as the year's issue of the Tithes of 
Stottesden, and 18*. 4 J. as the ^rm of the Tithes of Duddlewick.^ 
The Vicarage, then held by John Mauncell, was valued, in glebe and 
tithes, at £15. 12*. 8rf. ; the charges on which were, for Procurations 
10*., and for Synodals 2*.®^ The Minister's Accounts of 1541-2 seem 
to estimate the whole Rectorial Tithes of Stottesden at £8. 6*. 8J.> 
entering the item as the " Ferm of the Tithe of Dodewyck.*'^ 

" Inquisitions, 19 Edw. I, No. 92. ^-^ Valor HoclenaHicus, III, 189, 211. 

« Plac, de Quo JTarranio, p. 682. « MonasHcon, III, 628.— An Abbey 

® Inquu, Nonartm, p. 189. Bent-Boll of the fifteenth Century seem* 
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EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

John pitz Walter, the first Rector of whom we are likely to 
have notice, was, it seems, presented by King Henry I ; if so, the 
King's presentation will have taken place during a Vacancy of 
Shrewsbury Abbey, or else in disregard of the undoubted right of 
that House. 

Gamel, Rector of Stottesden, died or resigned between 1186 and 
1190: his successor, as already stated, was — 

Master William de Calna, presented by the Abbot and Con- 
vent of Shrewsbury. Whether — 

Gilbert de Lacy, suing the Abbot for a presentation to this 
Church in 1207, succeeded in his object, I cannot say. One — 

Ralph, Parson of Stottesden, is stated to occur in the time of 
King John (1199-1216).^ The next Rector of whom we hear 
was — 

William de Haverhull, named above in a Royal Patent of 
May 23, 1244. We have seen this person cotemporarily holding 
the Prebend of Alveley, in the Collegiate Church of Bridgnorth ;®® 
he was also Prebendary of Islington, in the Church of St. Paul's, 
London. He died August 23, 1252. I cannot tell who that Arch- 
deacon of Salop was who, having been Rector of Stottesden, appears 
to have died before 1256. Possibly it was — 

John Foliot, Archdeacon of the Hereford Archdeaconry of 
Salop in 1244, and who had been succeeded in that office, previous 
to November, 1255, by James de Aquablanca. The vacancy of Stot- 
tesden Church in 1256 occasioned a letter from the Pope (Alex- 
ander IV) to King Henry III, wherein the King is required to 
admit — 

Master Stephen Annibaldi, Canon of Fumes, to Stottesden 
Church, who had been presented by Pope Gregory.®^ Pope Gre- 
gory IX must be the Pontiff here alluded to, and, whereas he died 
August 21, 1241, we thus get an explanation of the fact before 
quoted, viz. that in 1244 Stephen Hanniball had summoned the Rec- 
tor in possession out of the kingdom, — doubtless that their respeo- 



to hare reckoned the Qreafc tithes of the 
Church of Dodylweke (read Stottesden) 
St £12. {HiH, 8hrew9hwry, II, 509.)— Mr. 
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the Abbot of Shrewsbury's interests in 



Stottesden, and the disposal thereof after 
the Dissolution. 

^ Blakeway's MSS. 
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tiye claims might be submitted to Papal arbitration. Pope Alex- 
ander's letter of 1256 seems to indicate — 

" John Matisel, the King's Clerk/' as the then wrongful In- 
cumbent of Stottesden. At the time when the Appropriation of this 
Church was being arranged^ that is, 1283-1286, it was vacant, owing, 
as we have already seen, to the death of — 

Ralph Dungoun, the last Rector ; but on Sept. 4, of the latter 
year, Bishop Swinfield admits the first Vicar, viz. — 

Sir William de la Grene, Chaplain,*^ presented by tlfe Abbot 
' and Convent of Salop. This Yicar has occurred to us before in 
1294.»i 

Thomas de Lodelowe, Priest, was admitted Jan. 16, 1301. 
(Same Patrons.) 

Hamo be Schidwic, Priest, admitted Jan. 21, 1321, was, at a 
Visitation in the same year, found to have deserted his Church, and 
was summoned on August 22, 1321, to show cause why — 

Walter de Fingham be no>t admitted on presentation of the 
Abbot and Convent of Shrewsbury. The latter was so admitted; 
and, on his resignation (April 5, 1326), — 

Philip de Gosinton was instituted on a like presentation.. On 
Dec. 12, 1328, he exchanged preferments with — 

William Talbot, late Rector of St. Swithin's, Worcester, who 
occurs as Vicar of Stottesden in 9 Edw. Ill (1335-6). 

Sir John Godefern, Chaplain, was admitted to this Vicarage, 
March 27, 1400, on the usual presentation of the Abbot and Con- 
vent of Salop. 

duddlbwice:, hinton, and peestcote. 

These VUb I suppose to have constituted the two and a half hides 
which Domesday annexes to Stottesden Church, but which subse- 
quently were occupied as an estate of Salop Abbey. Whether any 
and what portion of this estate was allowed as Glebe to the succes- 
sive Rectors of Stottesden, I cannot determine. The litigation al- 
ready noticed, under date of 1242, touched the question directly, 
but we know not the issue of that litigation. However in 1255 
the Stottesden Jurors estimated the Abbotts estate at Dudelwyk as 
one and a half hides, adding, that the Abbot was enfeoffed thereia 



^ This and the following names are co- 
pied from Blakeway's Ijist. 
>^ Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 62. Perhaps also 
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by Earl R(^r. They could not remember that the Abbot had ever 
done Suit (to County or Hundred) for the same.^* The Charter of 
Free-Warren obtained by the Abbot in 1256 includes his demesne- 
lands at Duddlewick.^ The Feodary of 1284 describes the Abbot's 
Manor as that of Dodelewyk cum membris, meaning 1 suppose Hin- 
ton and Prescote^ and calls the whole correctly a tenure in capite.^ 
Between the years 1278 and 1292^ " William, son of Thomas de 
Bardeley, grants and quit-claims to the Abbey all his right in the 
Vill of Prestecote^ which is of the Fee of the said Abbot and Con- 
vent. — ^Witnesses: Sirs Thomas Boterel, John fitz Aer, and John de 
la Lee/'«5 

In 1291 the Abbot of Shrewsbury is said to have at Wodlewyk 
(read Dodlewyk) two carucates of arable land, yielding £\. yearly; 
meadow-land, yielding 3«. 4e/. ; a Mill, yielding \Zs. 4d, ; his assized 
rents there were £6. lOs, 2d. ; the Pleas and Perquirites (of his 
local Court) were 68. Sd, : total, £S, 13«. 6rf.»« 

For the year ending Michaelmas, 1534, the assized rents of the 
Manor of Duddylwyke were returned among the Temporalities of the 
Abbey at £13. 7s. 5rf. ;^ whil^the Ministers^ Accounts of 1541-2 
value the temporal proceeds of this estate at £15. 7s., viz. Assized 
Rents, £1. 13s. Id. ; Rents of Customary Tenants, £4. I7s. Sd. ; Di- 
verse FermSy £6. 16s. Sd. (three items which wiU be foimd exactly 
equal to the Valuation of 1534). The Perquisites of Court, esti- 
mated at £1. 19s. Id. in the Ministers' Accounts,^ constitute the 
only difference between the two statem^its.^ 

THE BEREWICKS OF STOTTESDEN. 

I shaU hardly be expected to name categorically the seven un- 
specified ViUs which Domesday speaks of as the seven Berewicks of 
Stottesden. I take them to have been collectively equivalent to 
the five hides which, in 1255, had been lost to the central Manor. 



« Bot. Bundred, II, 82. 

" Salop Chartulary, No. 53. 

« Kirhy'B Quest. 

« Chartulary, No. 108. 

» Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 168. 
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^ I refer to Mr. Dukes's Antiquities 



(pp. 240-243) for a farther account of the 
Abbatial estates in Stottesden, Duddle- 
wick, Prestcott, Hinton, and Loughton, 
together with the advowsons of Stottes- 
den and its subject Chapel of Farlow, — 
how they were bestowed after the Dissolu- 
tion. Loughton, I should observe, though 
it had become much involved with these 
Stottesden estates, lias an early and dis- 
tinct history of its own. 
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I also find good reason to suppose that this disintegration of the 
Manor commenced in the time of Earl Hugh de Montgomery^ and 
was completed before the death of King Henry I. We must there- 
fore expect to find the detached territory held subsequently in capite 
of the Crown, and not under the Lords of Stottesden. The follow- 
ing Vilb will be found not only to correspond pretty nearly^ both in 
number and hidage, with the territory inquired after, but to fulfil all 
other conditions necessary to establish a proximate identity : — 

1. Dowles; detached in time of Henry I ; hidage nowhere stated. 

2, 3. Wrickton and Walkerslow; two Vills, probably detached 
by King Henry I ; hidage — 1^ hides. 

4. Newton; detached between 1196 and 1235 ; extent ^ hide. 

5. Northwood ; probably detached at the same time as Newton ; 
extent 6 virgates, usually equivalent to li hides. 

6. Bardley, a vUl held in severalty ; probably detached in time of 
King Henry I; extent variously stated as 1^ virgates, or 6 vii^tes, or 
7 virgates, equivalent respectively to | hide, 1^ hides, and If hides. 

7. Pickthom (part of); first assessed as a detachment in 1167, 
but probably detached much earlier ; extent 8 locres. 

If we take Bardley, Dowles, and Kckthom to have been collec- 
tively 1^ hides, we have the hidage sought, as well as the required 
number of Beremcks. 

DOWLES. 

This place occupies the very south-eastern angle of Shropshire : 
it is cut off from Stottesden by eight miles of intervening territory, 
and by the Forest of Wyre, a barrier which even at the present day 
will not seem insignificant. But Dowles, thus isolated and distant, 
was yet, under another name, a member of the Domesday Manor 
of Stottesden. Its ancient name was Achisey, or Hakieshey. 
Either one of the Palatine Earls, or else King Henry I, granted it 
to Wydo, son of Helgot, at a ferm or rent of 2s, per annum. Of 
Wydo, son of Helgot, I have spoken under Quat. I have also 
shown how, previously to the year 1127, he granted Achisey to 
Malvern Priory, a grant conceded by King Henry I, who at the 
same time released the Monks from the annual ferm of 2s. payable 
to the Suzerain.^®® I must now quote further from King Henry's 
Winchester Charter of 1127, in order to show more fully that the 
land conveyed to the Malvern Monks was identical with Dowles. 
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The King is reciting a grant he had made of land eastward of the 
Severn, and perhaps a part of the Boyal Manor of SLidderminster. 
He uses these words/®^ " I give them also the land of Northw'/^ to 
assart between Haubkesbroc and Lindrugesithe from Heneduneia 
to the Severn, to hold quietly and freely for ever/' He then adds, 
''And on the other side of the Severn I give them two aolidcdes of 
land, that is Hakiesheia, together with a certain part of the wood 
which pertained unto Stottesd^ according to those bounds, where- 
of Fulco, the Sheriff, has caused perambulation to be made, which 
Fulco hath seized them {the Monks) thereof by my command ; 
and this land I allow to be free of the said is, and of all other 
services/' 

Of Dowles under its new name, and as a possession of Malvern 
Priory^ we hear next to nothing for two centuries. Malvern was a 
Cell of Westminster Abbey, and* the great Franchises of the latter 
House extended to its afiSliations. Hence any outlying estate of 
Malvern Priory seldom came into such circumstances as would lead 
to its mention in national or provincial Records. One exception 
to this silence illustrates the general rule. In October, 1292, the 
Prior of Great Malvern was sued imder process of (iuo WarantOy 
for his right of holding Pleas of the Crown, of seizing the chattels 
of his men, when fugitive or convicted (of felony), and of having 
wayf in his Manor of Doules. The Prior appeared, and said that 
he held two great Courts yearly, composed of his own men, in 
which he tried all pleas which Sheriff ordinarily tried in their 
Toums ; he also had wayf and the chattels alleged, and in justifi- 
cation of all this he cited Henry Ill's comprehensive Charter to 
Westminster Abbey and its Cells. This Charter certainly seems to 
countenance all that the Prior claimed and much more besides, es- 
pecially as it provides that even if any of the allowed franchises had 
not been exercised they might be exercised in future. It was to 
this point that Hugh de Louther, the King's attorney, addressed 
himself, stating that the King himself (Edward I) had exercised 
these franchises in question till the Prior appropriated them of his 
own authority. The matter went to a Jury, which found that the 
Prior had never held the said two Courts, nor tried any Pleas of the 



"» Monasticon, IH, 448, No. III. 

^ The nftme North- Wood is etiU pre- 

served : it is eastward of the Severn, and 

exactly opposite to Bowles Wood on the 

western bank. Both Hakieshey (Hawkes- 

IV. 



hay) and Hauekesbroc (Hawkesbrook), 
one west the other east of the Severn, were 
perhaps connected in local nomenclature 
with Hawkbatch, a little north of Dowles, 
a place which still retains its name. 
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Crovm till three years back^ when he obliged his men of Doules to 
cross the Severn and attend his Court of Nortwode, in Worcester- 
shire. The Siiit of Court thus lost to the Crown they valued at 2*. 
per annum. So on this Point the Prior was in misericordid ; he 
forfeited the said suits and their appurtenant franchises^ which re- 
mained to the King ; he also had to pay 6«. damages for the three 
years above-mentioned. Afterwards the Judges conceded the dis- 
puted Courts to the Prior for an annual rent of 6*. 8rf. if the King 
would accept it. As to the Chattels and Wayf, two clauses of 
King Henry^s Charter were thought sufficient warranty for the 
Prior^s claim thereof ^^ 

The Taxation of 1291 omits the Prior of Malvern's interest in 
Dowles^ unless a carucate of land at Northwod^ and 20«. of assized 
rent there, can be supposed to include both estates.^^ In 1534, 
Dowlys and Northwood are collectively valued as a Shropshire 
estate of Malvern Priory. The assized rents and rents of Tenants- 
at-will were £9. ISs. 9d, ; the fines, heriots, and amercements of 
Court were \0s.; the average profits from wood were £l,y the 
total of £11 . Ss. 9d. was lessened by lOs., the annual value of some 
structure {kedelli) in the Severn which had been destroyed by the 
King's order. *^^ The Ministers^ Accounts of 1542-3 give a total of 
£12. 15«. &\d. as arising from similar sources, but mention Dowles 
only as the estate thus valued.^^ 

DOWLES CHURCH. 

It is difficult to conjecture how this Church came to exist. Had 
it been built before the Manor passed to Great Malvern, it would 
surely have been also an affiliation of Stottesden Church. On the 
other hand, we know that Monks were not prone to found Parish 
Churches, though seldom backward in appropriating them when 
founded by others. In the case before us, so exceptional in many 
points, even Monachism may have departed from its practice and 
built a Church. More singularly still, Dowles Church was never 
appropriated by the Malvern Monks, but remained a Rectory till 
the Dissolution. It was dedicated to St. Laurence. The earliest 
notice of its existence is implied in the List of its Incumbents, 
presently to be given. The Valor of 1534 gives the Rectory of 
Dowlyz as in the Deanery of Burford, and as worth £4. per annum 



>" FhteUa de Quo Waranto, p. 676. 
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in Glebe and Tithes^ Thomas Blakwey being then Incumbent. The 
Prior of Malvern had also a Pension of ISs. 4fd. therefirom.^^ 

EAItLY INCUMBENTS.108 

John de Babnewall^ Priest^ presented April 14^ 1334^ by the 
Prior and Convent of Great Malvern. 

Henry de Btigale^ presented Oct. 16^ 1368^ by the Bishop of 
Hereford^ in right of lapse {jure devoluto). 

John Marsh^ Chaplain^ presented Sept. 10, 1385, by the Prior 
and Convent of Great Malvern. 

John Bulkere, Clerk, presented July 23, 1390, by the same. 
On Dec. 2, 1390, he exchanges preferments with — 

Edward Dabeneye, late Vicar of Thorneton (Lincoln Diocese), 
on whose resignation, Aug. 20, 1393, — 

Sir Philip de Hordeley, Chaplain, was presented by the Prior 
and Convent : he resigned in 1435. 

WRICKTON A^D WALKEESLOW. 

These two Fi/b, undoubted members of the Domesday Manor 
of Stottesden, have usually been combined by circumstances, and 
therefore should be treated of together. That Earl Hugh, after 
Domesday, continued to hold one, and probably both of them, in 
demesne, is proved by his granting two-thirds of the tithes of 
Walkerslow to Salop Abbey. I have spoken of the family of Beysin 
under Billingsley, Badger, Broseley, West-bradley, and Ashfield. 
Under the last locality I attributed the Seijeantry held by them 
to the foundation of King, Henry I.^^ He, as Lord of Stottesden, 
had undoubtedly the power to aliena^ any of its members. That 
he so alienated Walkerslow, and constructively Wrickton, I find 
further proof in Bishop Betun^s confirmation of Tithes to Salop 
Abbey, soon after the death of Henry I ; for the Bishop speaks of 
the Lord of Walkerslow as a distinct person from the Lord of 
Stottesden. This Lord of Walkerslow was probably also Lord of 
Wrickton, holding both Vills by Serjeantry and by gift of King 
Henry I, and transmitting both to his descendants, the Beysins. 
I think there was a Bobert de Beysin of this line living in the 
time of Henry II, but deceased in 1194, the date when his son, or 
successor, Adam, was amerced for marrying Mabel de Burwardsley. 
Robertas widow, Petronilla, seems to have survived him twenty-six 
years, as I shall presently show. 

w Valor Ecclesiaslicu9, III, 214, 240. ! ""^ Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 316. 
»« From Blakowav's MSS. 
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In a Beoord of the very beginnkig of the thirteenth eentury I 
find the earliest statement as to the nature and extent of De 
Beysin^s Seijeantry. — "Adam de Beisin holds in Burkinton (read 
Wurkinton, i,e. Wrickton) and in Walkeslawe one carucate of 
land^ of his Serjeantry^ in demesne^ and two carucates in Villanage, 
The same holds in Effield (Ashfield) a fourth part of a carucate in 
nilanaffe. The Demesne is worth 12^.^ the ViUanage worth 60«. 
(per annum) . The same holds two Mills which are worth Ss. (per 
annum) . He holds (the whole I presume is meant) by custody of 
one of the King's Hawks/'"<> In 1203 Adam de Beysin's Ser- 
jeantry was assessed to the fourth Scutage of King John at half a 
mcrk^ the current rate being two merks on each Ejiighf s-Fee. At 
the Autumn Assizes of the same year he essaiffned his attendance 
imder the common summons, lus Essoiffnor being Robert fitz Aulin. 
The next year he was assessed iSl. to the fifth Scutage of King 
John^ as if he were a tenant in capite of three-fifths of a KnightV 
fee^ the current rate of Scutage being 2^ merks per fee. In 1211 
Adam de Bersin (read Beisin) is entered among the Shropshire 
Tenants by Serjeantry : his service is to act as the King's Falconer 
(Austrucarius) }^^ Another Record names his Tenure as in 
fVyketonP^ At the Assizes of November, 1221, I find Matilda 
fitz Henry and Letida her Sister in misericordid for not prosecu- 
ting their Suit of mort d'ancestre against Adam de Beisin.^^* The 
Stottesden Jurors at the same time presented that Petronilla, widow 
of Robert de Beyssin, was in the King's gift, her land (held m 
capite in their Hundred) being worth 2^ merks annually.^** In 
1228, Nicholas de Beisin, whom I have mentioned as suing the 
daughter of Adam de Beisin for land in Ashfield,^^^ had a similar 
suit of mort d'ancestre against the Father for two virgates in Wal- 
kerslow, but renounced his claim by Final Concord, dated May 31, 
he receiving 2^ merks for such surrender.^^* In August, 1228, 
Adam de Beysin is suing his neighbour Ralph de la Lowe {%. 6. The 
Low) for unlawful erection of some stank.^^^ The Defendant's 
amercement (half a merk) is entered on the Pipe-Roll of 1232. The 
last that I hear of Adam de Beysin (I) is his attendance on a Jury 
of Knights, who had to try a great Shropshire cause before the 
King at Worcester. This was in October, 1237, and the next year 
he died. It was probably towards the close of his life that he 



"• Testa de NeviU, p. 61 b. 
Ill . Ill 2V«/a de Nemll, pp. 65, 417. 
»»•"* Aasixes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 6 dorso 
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granted to the Monks of Shrewsbury^ towards the bettering of their 
Kitchen^ half a virgate^ four acres^ and one seUion of land in 
Walkeslowe together with Henry fitz Edward^ the Tenant there- 
of; he also gave the Monks housebote and heybote in the wood 
of Walkeslowe. — ^Witnesses : William, then Dean of Stottesdone ; 
Master Gilbert de Westone; Wydo de Gleseleg (Glazeley) ; Ralph 
de Burtone ; George de Clottone ; Roger de Elmetone ; William, 
Porter of Salop Abbey .^^® 

Adam de Beysin (II) did homage, and was charged his Relief as 
Tenant in capite of Wyrkyton and Walkelow, before Michaelmas 
1288. His attestation of a Pickthom Deed, in 1241-2, proves him 
to be then a Slnight.^^^ Robert, his son and heir, was bom Au- 
gust 15, 1242 ; and on Dec. 18, 1243, Adam died, so that his Relief 
still appears in arrear on the Pipe-RoU of 1250. 

In 1255, the Jurors of Stottesden made a report as to '^ Wyrke- 
ton,'' which must be taken to include Walkerslow. It was as fol- 
lows : — " Robert, son of Adam de Beyssin, who is in custody of 
Baldwyn de FreviUe, by the King's appointment, is Lord thereof. 
Therein is a hide and half of land, which the same Robert, when he 
shall have come of age, should hold of the King in capite, his ser- 
vice being to keep one Hawk for mewing, and to carry the same 
before the King, from the feast of Michaelmas to the Purification 
of the Yii^iin ; and he shall receive fix)m the King for the afore- 
said service S^cf* per day^ and two robes per annum for his Serjeantry^ 
The said lands do SuU to the Sheriff's Towm twice in the year, but 
not to the Lesser Hundred Court, nor to the County, nor do they 
pay Strettoard nor Motfee"^^ I have before explained that at 
this period the actual Guardian of Robert de Beysin was Philip le 
Bret, whose daughter he had also married. The lands of the Ward 
were estimated at 100». annual value. The Inquisition ordered to 
be taken May 4, 1261, has been before alluded to,^^^ and in one 
instance with some inaccuracy. The defaced condition of the docu- 
ment only allows us to conclude that it speaks of Wrickton and 
Walkerriowe as two Manors. It is not an Inquisition on the de&th 
of Adam de Beymn, but an Inquisition to prove the age of his heir, 
which it fixes as nineteen years, on August 15, 1261. How Sir 
William Devereux came at this period to be involved in the affairs 
of Robert de Beysin, and indeed to exercise guardianship over him, 

»» Salop Chartulary, No. 10. •» Rot Hutulred, II, 82, 83. 

"» Supra, Vol. I, p. 240. ^^ Supra, Vol. I, p. 66 ; Vol. II, p. 20. 
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I cannot further discover. The interference which I have noticed 
under Billingsley and Brosdev extended to Wrickton and Walkers* 
low ; for at the Forest Assizes of February^ 1262^ the Justices, as- 
sessing a fine of half a merk on the wood of WJokeslawe (Walkers- 
low), because being within Regard of Shirlot Forest it had been 
long wasted, call it ^' the Bosc of William D'Evereus."i*» The 
Inquisition of September, 1263,^^ which reported the full age of 
Robert de Beysin, described his deceased Father's Tenure in capUe 
of the Manor of Wirketon and Walkeslawe. It further stated 
William Devereux^s right of wardship to have been derived from 
Sibil Gifford, which seems irreconcilable with other accounts 
before given. Sir William Devereux fell on the rebel side at Eves- 
ham, on August 4, 1265. The favour shown to his Widow by a 
Patent of Oct. 12 foUowing,^^ was on December 12, 1266, extended 
to his Son. The Patent, then issued by the King at Kenilworth, 
records that the elder Devereux had stood with the King at Lewes, 
and dates his offences against the King and Prince Edward as sub- 
sequent. It allows his heir to redeem his lands by payment of 
three years' value thereof, except such lands as had already been 
granted to Matilda, widow of the deceased, for the support of her- 
self and her children.^**^ 

I have, under Broseley, related how Robert de Beysin dying 
before Sept. 19, 1267, Hugh de Beaumes had the disposal of his 
widow in marriage, and custody of his infant heir's lands at Wrick- 
ton and Walkerslowe. In Trinity Term, 1271, we have an illus- 
tration of this. Hugh de Beumes duly appeared coram Rege as 
against Adam de Bolde, who, when Hugh's servants had taken a 
fox in Hugh's demiesne at Wyrketon, and had conveyed it to Hugh's 
Manor-house (Curiam), had come and forcibly abstracted the said 
fox. Hugh laid his damages at 40«., but the decision of the case 
was adjoumed.^^ 

The Feodary of 1284 exhibits Walter de Beysin (son and heir of 
Robert) as holding the Manor of Wirketon and Walkerlowe of the 
King in capUe, by service of keeping one hawk in winter-time at 
the King's cost.^-^ At the Assizes of October, 1292, the Munslow 
Jurors estimated the Beysin Serjeantry to extend over two carucaies 
of land, which they placed in Wyrketon, and valued at £16. 11«. 



»a Forest Solly 46 Hen. Ill, m. 6. »^ Pat^iU, 51 Hen. III. 

»» Inqumtiont, 47 lien. Ill, No. 26. * >» Plac. coram Rege, mcinb. 9. 

«• Supra, \o\. II, p. 20. ' »27 Kirlnft Qiteat 



WRICKTON AND WALKERSLOW. 



167 



per annum. All the other details of their statement point to lands 
in Ashfield^ and have been abeady given.^^ It is probable that 
they mentioned Wrickton unadvisedly : it was not in their Hun- 
dred. The cotemporary Jurors for Stottesden Hundred ^^ reported 
Walter de Beysin's default in due attendance at the Assizes^ also 
his Tenure in capite of Wrickton and Walkerslowe, and how the 
peculiar service which he owed the Crown was returnable on a 
summons by the King's Wobode}^ Between the years 1294 and 
1301, I find Walter de Beysin employed^ on various Boyal Com- 
missions as an Assessor and Collector of taxes and as a Commissioner 
of Array. His estates, of more than £20. annual value, caused him 
to be served with the usual Military Summonses in parts beyond 
Sea in 1297, and against the Scots in 1301. In 1302 he was re- 
turned as Enight of the Shire of Salop to the Parliament which 
was to assemble at London or Westminster at Michaelmas, and on 
Oct. 14 he obtained his Writ of Expenses for so attending.^^^ In 
1308 and 1309, he again appears as a Commissioner of Array, and 
on July 30, 1309, had Military Summons against the Scots. His 
last Commission bears date December 18, 1309, and related to 
some judicial inquiries in Herefordshire.^^^ But on January 4, 
1310, he was deceased, for then did the King^s Writ of Diem cUmsU 
extremum issue to the proper Officer.^^ The Inquest held at Brug, 
on January 19 following^ is very foil as to his various tenures and 
relations. He had held Wrickton and Walkeralow in capite of the 
King. A third of Broseley he had held of the Prior of Wenlock by 
the peculiar service before pointed out.^^ In Staffordshire he had 
held a third of Ashley in capite; also the Hamlet of Shuston of the 
Prior of Wenlock, by a quit-rent of 10*. per annum; also 20«. of 
rents at Longenore, for which he paid a quit-rent of 6«. 8c(. to the 
Baroness of Stafford; also 40s. rents at Eton (Church Eaton), where 
his Seigneur was the Bishop of Chester. His wife Alice was a 
daughter of Sir Hugh Burnel, and it would appear that on her 
marriage a settlement of some other Estates had been made, secu- 
ring her an ample portion in case of survivorship. Thus the de- 
ceased and his wife had been jointly enfeoffed by the said Sir Hugh 



" Supra, VoL III, pp. 348> 860. 
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in two-third9 of Billingdey (held under the Abbot of Sees), to hold 
to them and their heirs^ of their bodies^ with remainder to the right 
heirs of Walter de Beysin j a messuage and virgate and an acre of 
meadow-land in Broseley^ held under Richard de Pychford^ by a 
quit-rent of 12d,, had been settled to the same uses by a deed 
wherein Jordan de Suldeme (Souldem) was Feoffor; lastly^ a ninth 
of Broseley^ held of the Prior of Wenlock and worth. 7s. per anmum, 
had been similarly settled by Deed of Sir Hugh Bumell. Thomas 
de Beysin, son and heir pf the deceased^ was twenty-two years <^ 
age Jan. 8, 1810. 

This Inquest omits the Beysin Tenures in West-Bradley and Sil- 
vington^ which being understood^ we easily see why the Nomina 
Villarum of March^ 1816^ makes Thomas de Beysm joint Lord of 
Burwardsley (Shropshire) and Ashley (Staffordshire)^ and Lord of 
Church Eaton in the latter County; also why Alice de Beysin stands 
cotemporarily as Lady of Wyrketon, Billingsley^ and Sinerton (Sil- 
vington), in Shropshire.*** On January 21, 1318, the King's Writ 
of Diem claurit extremum issued, on the death of Thomas de Bey- 
sin.*^ It is needless to repeat the several partii^ulars which the 
consequent Inquisitions reported, as to his various tenures at Ash- 
ley, Wrickton, Walkerslow, Broseley, BiUingsley, and Silvington. 
His Tenure in the latter would make it probable that he had suo- 
' ceeded his Mother there, while his holding only a third of Wrickton 
and Walkerslow would indicate that she was still living. His heir 
was his Brother Walter, bom March 25, 1291, and now twenty- 
seven years of age. In May, 1324, Walter de Beysin, ^' Man at 
Arms,'' was summoned fix)m Shropshire to a Great Council at 
Westminster.^^ It will explain many former allusions, as well as 
complete an interesting subject, if I give some account of this 
fiunily of Beysin till the extinction of its male line. — 

In January, 1348, a marriage was in cmitemplation between John, 
eldest son of Walter de Beysin and Margaret, daughter of Hugh de 
Mortimer of Chelmarsh. The proposed Bridegroom was in his si:^- 
teenth year, the Bride cannot have passed her twelfth. On Ja- 
nuary, 26, 1343, the King orders inquiry to be made, whether it 
would injure the Crown if the King allowed Sir Walter de Beysin 
to give the Manors of Wrickton and Walkerslow to the said John 
and Margaret, — to hold to them and the heirs of their bodies, of 

^ ParliarndtUaiy Writs, lY, 607. I Ori^. 12 Edw. II, Sot 7. 

^ Inquiaiiiimt, 12 Edw. II, No. 33 ; I >S7 ParliametUary WriU, lY, 60a 
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the King in capite, with remainder to the right heirs of Walter 
de Beysin ; also whether it would injure the Crown, if the same 
Walter enfeoffed Henry de Mortimer, Senior, and Roger de Chyl- 
linton, Chaplain/^® in two-thirds of Ashley, — to be further settled 
as follows : — ^first, on Walter de Beysin for life; then on John his 
son, and the heirs of said John by Mai^aret de Mortimer, with 
remainder, in default of such heirs, to the right heirs of Walter de 
Beysin. The return to these Writs was favourable, and stated that, 
after the proposed transfers, no lands in either Shropshire or Staf- 
fordshire would remain to Walter de Beysin.^* In the same year 
(1348) Walter de Beysin, and Alice his wife, seem to have con- 
veyed two-thirds of the Manor and Advowson of Burwardsley to 
the same Henry de Mortimer, Senior, who resettles the premises by 
Fine ; — first, to the use of Walter and Alice for their lives ; then to 
John^ son of Walter, and the heirs of his body ; — ^with remainder 
to the right heirs of Alice. 

As regards Wrickton and Walkerslow, it would appear that 
Walter de Beysin did not, as his License proposed, convey them at 
once to his son and that son's wife, but he granted forty merks 
annual rent, the issues thereof, to Sir Hugh de Mortimer, the 
Lady's Father. This was in trust, as a Deed of the said Sir Hugh, 
dated at Chelmarsh on March 31, 1343, sufficiently shows.^^ 
Thereby Sir Hugh grants that " if his daughter, now wife of John 
de Beysin, die before she be twelve years of age, without issue of 
herself and the said John, the former grant of forty, merks per an- 
num shall hold good till Sir Hugh and his heirs should have raised 
a sum of 280 merks out of the Manors of Wrickton, Walkerslow, 
and Eynwode.'' This sum of 280 merks had probably been agreed 
upon as a provision for the marriage, and advanced by Sir Hugh ; 
for the Deed continues to declare that, if Margaret should live to 
attain the age of twelve years, the said grant to Sir Hugh should 
be void ; whilst, on the contrary, if she died within three years of 
the then present time, or at any period greater or less than three 
years, then whatever Sir Hugh should have received of the said 
rent of 40 merka should be reckoned in abatement of the debt of 
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280 merks^ and when that debt was fully paid^ the rent of forty 
merks should be done away with. 

On November 20^ 1844^ Walter de Beysin was deceased^ and the 
Ring's Writ of Diem clatisU extremum issued as usual. The Inqui- 
sitions which followed ^^^ show us the result of the above and other 
settlements, which he had been busied in making. " He held no- 
thing in capite in Shropshire," and Wrickton and Walkerslow are 
not mentioned in the Inquests, — obviously because he 4lied seized 
of no interest therein. As to Billingsley, it will have been settled 
like the two-thirds of Ashley before mentioned ; for the Inquest 
states that the deceased had held it for life, ^'by concession of 
Henry de Mortimer, Senior, and Roger de Chillyngton, Chaplain/' 
with remainder to John, son of said Walter, and to Margaret, wife 
of John, and the same further remainders as affected Ashley. The 
Suzerain of Billingsley was now Edward Earl of Cornwall (The 
Black Prince). As to Broselcy, the joint interest for life of the 
deceased and his wife, in certain lands and tenements there, is 
stated in the Inquest, which adds, that they were held of John de 
Eyton by a rent of 4l)d., a circumstance which is partly explained 
by a Pedigree already given.^*^ The next remainder stated on the 
Inquest, viz. to John de Beysin and Margaret his wife, and the 
heirs of their bodies, is not quite equivalent to the Remainder 
covenanted in the Fine of 1343. As to Ashley, the Interest of the 
deceased was precisely as at Billingsley, and the Remainders were 
just what we should expect fipom the terras of the License sought 
in 1343. Church Eaton and Longnor had similarly been conveyed 
to Henry de Mortimer, Senior, as Trustee, and similarly reset- 
tled.^** The deceased, said one Inquest, died on Nov. 16, 1344, 
and his son and heir John was eighteen years of age on Aug. 1, 
1344. 

Margaret de Mortimer, wife of John de Beysin, cannot have 
lived ten years after her husband's succession. She died without 
issue ; — otherwise an eventual coheirship, in the estates of Mortimer 
of Chelmarsh, would have remained for any descendants she may 
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which I conceive is not a quotation from 
the Deed, but an opinion, and an errone- 
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have had by John de Bey sin. The latter remarried, but was deceased 
before August 25, 1360. 

The Inquests on his death mention his estates at Ashley, Wat«r- 
ton (Water Eyton, Staffordshire), Longnor (Staffordshire), Wrick- 
ton, Walkerslow, Billingsley, Broseley, and also Melinghope (Milli- 
chope). His second wife, Anna, survived him. Elizabeth, his 
sole daughter and heir, was only five years of age on February 2, 
1360.'** 

In this same year the King committed two-thirds of the lands of 
the deceased to Edmund, Earl of Arundel, till the heir shpuld be 
of age, the said two-thirds being extended at £15. 14*. lOd, per 
annum}*^ I suppose the remaining third to have been the dower 
of John de Beysin's Widow, who appears to have been remarried to 
Thomas Latymer, while Elizabeth, sole heiress of the Beysins, be- 
came in 1269 the wife of Roger de Cherleton.^*^ 

Wrickton Chapel. — ^The only evidence which I have of this 
Foundation is the mention thereof, clearly as an affiliation of Stot- 
tesdcn Church, in the Deed of Bishop William de Vere, already 
quoted^*7 a^^ shown to have passed between 1186 and 1190. Tra- 
dition seems to support the documentary evidence.^*® 



NEWTON. 

^Vhen Earl Hugh de Montgomery gave two-thirds of his demesne 
of Neutone to Salop Abbey, there can be no doubt that Newton, 
near Stottesden, was the place indicated: but when, about 1138, 
Bishop Robert de Betun confirmed to Salop Abbey two-thirds of the 
tithes of the Lord of NetUun, there may be a doubt whether Newton 
near Stottesden or Neenton was meant ; therefore we cannot cer- 
tainly conclude, as in the case of Walkerslow, that before 1138 New- 
ton was held by any Feoffee of the Lord of Stottesden. However 
I cannot doubt that a Baskerville was enfeoffed both in Newton and 
Northwood, either by Earl Hugh, Earl Robert, or King Henry I ; 
for it is clear that neither place came to the hands of King Henry II 
as part of his demesne of Stottesden, and any feoffment by King 
Stephen would have been set aside. I have spoken of the head 
branch of the Shropshire Baskervilles under Piekthorn and Alden- 
ham. , Piekthorn, though in another Domesday Hundred, stands 



»« InquUUians, 34 Edw. Ill, No. 80. 
*« OriffinaUa, 34 Edw. Ill, Bot 9. 
*^ Compare Dukes^s Antiquities, pp. 



255, 263, 264. 
»^ Supra, p. 154. 
*" Dukeis Appendix, p. xif. 
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nearly midway between Newton and Northwood. Baskerville's 
feoffment therefore, in these two members of Stottesden, realized 
an estate, tolerably compact, though held mider different Lords. 
As to Newton in particular, it occurs only as held by Under-Tenants 
of Baskerville : one of these we have already seen surrendering 
land in Rckthom, and 9*. rent in Newton to lU^r de Baskerville, 
then (t. e. about 1242) Lord of both Manors.^*' The Inquisition 
of Tenures in Stottesden Hundred, taken in 1255, says that New- 
ton contained half a hide^ which was held under Walter de Basker- 
ville. The Fill did 9uit to the Hundred, and paid 2d. Stretward 
and 4rf. Motfee}^ Here, though the name of Baskerville's Tenant 
is not given, there is no doubt that it was Ralph Sprengehose, him- 
self on the Jury which made the return. The same Ralph Spring- 
those was a Juror for the Hundred at the Assizes of 1256, and occurs 
on other local Inquests in January, 1257, and December, 1259. At 
the Forest Assizes, February, 1262, half a merk*was assessed upon 
the Bo8C of Ralph Sprenghose, in Neuton, which had been long 
wasted : it was within regard of Shirlot Forest. About five years 
later and we have Ralph Sprenchose attesting a Chetton Deed al- 
ready set forth.^^^ In 1269 life have certain Under-Tenants in the 
neighbouring vill of Charlcott possessed also of some interest in La 
Neuton.^** 

In 1292 a Cadet of the House of Baskerville seems to have been 
Under-Tenant here ; for the Stottesden Jurors presented at the As- 
sizes how Thomas de Herefordshyre, having challenged Thomas de 
Baskerville of Neweton in the County Court for beating and^maim- 
ing him, and for breach of the King's Peace, had withdrawn his 
appeal on the third Court-day, and was since dead.^^* The Accused 
was now found to have acted in self-defence.^^* 

NORTHWOOD. 

The earliest document which bears upon Baskerville's feoffiment 
in Northwood has been already quoted j^''^ but it indicates nothing 
more than that Thomas de Baskerville (the Cotemporary Lord of 
Pickthorn) was interested here. In 1255 Walter, Grandson of that 



J« Supra, Vol. I, p. 240. 
w» Rot. Hundred, II, 82, 81. 
191 . 1&3 supra^ Vol. I, pp. 178, 158. 
lo The Challenger in Buch cases had to 
repeat his appeal in five Countj Courts be- 



fore further steps oould be taken. (Com- 
pare Vol. Ill, p. 12, note 9.) 

»" Plac. Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 20 
dor90, 

^ Supra, Vol. I, p. 225. 
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Thomas, was Lord of botli Fills. The Stottesden Jurors spoke of 
North wood nearly as follows: — '^ Walter de Baskerville, son of 
Roger de Baskerville (which Walter is in custody of Sibil Gif* 
fard by grant of the King)^ is Lord (of Northwood). Therein are 
six virgates of land ; and he (Walter) should hold them of the King 
m capite. He does suit to the Hundred twice a year at the She- 
riffs Toum, but not to the lesser Hundred-Courts, because his 
(Walter's) Ancestors never did (the latter Suit). It pays 2d. for 
stretward and 4J. for motfee (the usual chaise on two virgates, or 
half a hide) . Philip de Girros holds half a virgate of land for doing 
9mt to the lesser Hundred-Court for the said vi///'"« Sibil Gifiard's 
Custody of Walter de Baskerville's lands has been set forth already 
in another place.'^^ Philip de Girros, the Under-Tenant named by 
the Stottesden Jurors, was lumself of their number. He may pos« 
sibly be identical with that Philip, son of PhiUp de Girros, whom 
we have spoken of as interested in Burwarton twenty -nine years 
earlier.**'^ 

At this time however (1255) the principal Tenant of yotmg Wal- 
ter de Baskerville at Northwood was Hugh de Baskerville : he was, 
I think, Son of Jsolda or Hisota, Sister of that Thomas de Basker- 
ville of Pickthom who died in 1241 . He bore therefore his Mother's 
name ; but whereas we shall see that both his Sisters, Juliana and 
Helewise, occasionally bore the name of Botterell, I think that Isol- 
da's husband and Hugh's Father was a Botterell. We have heard 
of this Hugh de Baskerville under various circumstances and dates, 
ranging from 1241 to 1292,^^® for I doubt not that the same person 
is indicated throughout. I now proceed to offer the documents 
which bear upon his tenancy in Northwood. About 1240, as I 
presume, '^ Thomas de Baskerville grants to Hugh de Baskervill 
and Marjory his wife that virgate in Northwood which Hisota, sis- 
ter of the Grantor, hdd."^^* The only Witness given for this Deed 
is Sir Roger de Baskerville, whom I presume to have been son and 
heir expectant of the Grantor, and, if I rightly fix the relations of 
the parties concerned, first Cousin of the Grantee. By another 
Deed, which I cannot venture to date, Juliana Botterell grants (or 
quit-claims) to her Brother, Hugh de Baskerville, that virgate in 



"• Rot. mindred, II, 82. 

^ Supra, Vol. I, p. 238 j Vol. Ill, p. 
34. 

«" Supra, Vol. I, pp. 240, 241 ; Vol. 
II, p. 23. 



^ Blakeway's MSS., whence also many 
of the Charters which I quote under 
Northwood are derived. Those taken 
from the originals at Pitchford by my- 
self are so distinguished. 
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Northwode which their Mother Ysolda de Baskerville held. At the 
Assizes of January, 1256, I find that Hugh de Baskerville (with his 
Sureties, Thomas de Bardley and Richard de Stottesden) was in 
misericordid for ' non-prosecution of a suit which he had against 
B^lph d'Arraz for erection of a stank which injured Hugh's free 
tenement in Northwode.^^ Also at the same Assizes Helewise de 
Baskerville and Juliana her Sister were in tniaericordid for not pro- 
secuting a suit of mort d'ancestre against Hugh Peche concerning a 
virgate (a second vij^ate, I presume) of land in Northwud.^** By 
Patent, dated at Shrewsbury, August 24, 1267, King Henry III 
grants that Hugh de Baskerville shall not, for the rest of his life or 
against his will, be put on any Assize, Jury, etc.^^^ On May 4, 1271, 
Helewyse Boterel sued out a writ of mart d'ancestre against Hugh 
de Baskerville for a messuage and vii^ate in Nortwode.^^ 

About this time Emma fitz Paen of Northwood grants to Hugh 
de Baskerville and Margery his wife part of her land in Northwood, 
viz. four acres in different quarters, and partly bounded by land 
which said Hugh had held in time of Emma's husband, William : 
rent 44,, payable at the Feast of St. Milbui^, in February. The 
Orantees had given said Emma 16s. for this in her urgent neces- 
sity, and for sustenance of herself and daughter Matilda, who as- 
sented to the sale. — Witnesses : Adam de Bold, Thomas de Berde- 
leg, William de PUarditon, Stephen de Bold, Thomas de Northgrave, 
WiUiam de Bardeleg, John de Drayton, Adam Sauvage, Hamo Ga- 
mel of Stottesden.!** 

Hugh de Baskerville's non-attendance at the Assizes of 1292 has 
been mentioned under Pickthom. His great age, and the King's 
Patent twenty-five years before, will equally account for his Default, 
And within a year he died, though Margery, for fifty years his wife, 
survived him ; for in 21 Edw. I (1292-3) " Margery, Widow of Hugh 
de Baskerville, ^<i/-c2atf7» to her son, Baldwin, all her right in North- 
wode, having first, as I suppose, by another deed given '' to her son 
John that virgate in Northwode which Thomas de Baskerville Lord 
of Pickthome gave her." 

Soon after this date (1292-3) Robert, son of Emma Payn of 



** AMize$, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 4 darso, — 
Another similar suit by the same Plaintiff 
was also withdrawn. (Supra, Vol. I, p. 
240.) 

^^ Ajuue^t ut supra, memb. 1. — ^Their 
Sureties were Henry, son of the Priest of 



Bold (liTing) in Burwarton, and Philip 
fitz Hugh of Heston (Aston Botterell). 

»« Falent, 61 Hen. III. 

»® Patent, 65 Hen. Ill, dorw. 

*^ Charter in possi^on of John Gotes, 
Esq., of Pitchford. 
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Northwood, gives to Nicholas de Byriton^ for two merks^ an acre in 
the fields of Northwood^ bounded by lands of Margery de Basker- 
viUe and Baldwin de Baskerville : he also gives four seili<ms. — Wit- 
nesses : Ralph de Aras^ Bobert de Dodinton, Adam de Bold^ Ste- 
phen his Brother, Hugh Boterel, Hugh Heved.^** I next find 
''Baldwin de Baskerville giving his Brother John three ridges {cur- 
sanes) in the field of Northwode. — Witnesses : Bobert Lord of Do- 
ditone/' etc. 

On March 19, 1303, John fitz Nicholas of Northwod grants to 
Hugh le Mou of Hokswood, for four merks, a messuage in Northwod, 
bounded by the messuages of Henry and William Blundell ; also 
11^ acres in the fields towards Chorleye, bounded by lands of Bald- 
win and John de Baskerville, William de Chorleye, Nicholas de 
Byriton, and by the Mill of Sudbyr (Sidbury) . — Witnesses : Ralph 
d' Arraz, Sjiight, Gwido de Glazdey, John de Ludlowe of Neenton, 
William de Hokeswod, etc. : dated at Northwod.^* 

On Dec. 20, '' 4 Edw/' (». e. Dec, 20, 4 Edw. II, 1310) Richard, 
son of Hugh le Mou, gives to John de Baskerville of Northwude, 
for a sum of money, all his messuage, lands, and tenements, which 
John de Hoxwode gave to Hugh his Father in the vill and fields of 
Northwude, to hold of the Lords of the Fee. — ^Witnesses : Sir Roger 
de Baskerville, Sir Ralph d^ Arraz, Knights; Wydo de Glazeley, 
Geoffirey Lord of Uverton, Thomas his brother : dated at North- 
wud.i*' 

Also, in 4 Edw. 11 (1310-1), Nicholas de Byriton grants to 
John, son of Hugh de Baskerville of Nordwode, all his land in the 
said vill. — Witnesses: Sir Roger de Baskerville (he was Lord of 
the Fee) and Sir Hugh Fitz-Aer, Knights. 

John, son of Hugh de Baskerville, was deceased in 10 Edw. II 
(1316-7), for then Thomas, son of John le Baskerville, of North- 
wood, releases all his right in Northwood to John son of Thomas 
le BaskerviUe (who appears to have been of Eaton Mascott). — ^Wit- 
nesses : Peter de Overton, etc. The Grantee in this Deed seems 
soon afterwards to have reconveyed the premises to the Grantor, 
for life, with remainder to himself; but in 19 Edw. II (1325-6) he 
grants to '' William le Persones, of Middulton, called Clerk, who 
had married his daughter Margaret, that messuage and land in 
Northwood, which Thomas son of John le Baskerville then held for 
life. And the said Tenant- for-life, in the same year, calling himself 

166 . 166 . 167 Charters at Pitchford. 
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Thomas^ son of John k Baskerville, of Northwood, reiterates his 
former release in favour of ^' William de Middnlton, called Le 
PersoneSy and Margaret his wife, daughter of John le Baakerville, 
of Eton Marschot. — Witnesses : Malcolumb de Harley, Peter Lord 
of Overton, Henry Blundel," etc. 

Another Deed of 13 Edw. Ill (1839-40) closes this series in a 
way not intelligible, without further connecting evidence. Thereby 
*' John, son of Roger de Baskerville, Knight, grants for two merks 
to Boger, son of William de Pykethom, Margery his wife, and Roger 
their son, a place of land in Northwood, called Fellingleye, to hold 
for the longest of their lives. — Witnesses : Richard de Baskerville, 
Peter de Overton, Adam d' Arraz, John Boterel, Richard de Forde : 
dated at Lauton.''^^ 

I now return to say something of other Under-Tenants in North- 
wood and at an earlier period. In Michaelmas Term, 1266, Isa- 
bella, widow of William de Northwood, was suing Roger de North- 
wood, Reginald de Cherlee (Chorley), Ralph de Arraz, John le 
Clerk, of Suthbury (Sidbury), Nicholas de Cherlee, Nicholas de 
Northwode, and Agnes le Warener, for her dower or thirds in 
several messuages or small parcels of land in Northwode.^^^ Soon 
afterwards Ema de Norwod is suing Hugh Peche (of whom we have 
heard before), under writ of mort (Pancestre, for half a virgate and 
seven acres in Norwood.^^ About this time Enmia Paen, of Nord- 
wud (already mentioned), gives to John dc Langeberge, Clerk, an 
acre in Nordwud, for half a merk paid down and a Jrf. rent. — Wit- 
nesses : Nicholas le Forcer, Ralph de Lawa (The Low) and William 
his son, William de Stepple, John de Beaulieu (Bello loco), Hugh 
de Hwrthin.»7o 

In June, 1269, Nicholas de Cherleye has a Writ of tuwel dis- 
seizin against Ralph d^ Arraz and Walter de Baskerville, concern- 
ing a tenement in Stottesden; and in July following Hugh de 
Plessetis has a similar writ against Ralph d' Arraz, concerning a 
tenement in Norwode.^^ The latter person was also concerned in 
a suit about land in Northwood, in 1270.^^^ 

The following deed must belong to the fifth year of Edward II 

1* This Deed (among the muniments 
at Fitchford) is endorsed with a memo- 
randum hy Adam Otteley, of Fitohford, 
stating himself to be kinsman and heir 
both of " Boger Baskernlle and William 
Pykethom," mentioned therein. The suc- 
(■cssion necessarily belongs to a much later 



period than I can here deal with. 

^^ PlaoUa apnd JTest, m. 11 dorao 
and 80 dorao. 

170 Charter at Fitchford. 

»7» PatetUy 63 Hen. Ill, dorw, 

'^ Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 61. 
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(July 28, 1311), rather than to the fifth of Edward I (1277), to 
which my authority assigns it.^^^ — " Henry, son of Roger de la 
Wodehouse, grants to Sir Roger de Baskerville and Dame Joan 
his wife three acres in the fields of Northwod, bounded by lands 
of John de Baskerville, etc. — Witnesses : Sir Ralph de Arras : Sir 
Walter Haket, knights; Wydo Lord of Glasley; Geoffrey Lord 
of Uverton (Overton) ; Richard Lord of Aston Boterel ; William 
de Ribbeleye/' The Deed passed at " Le Wodehous juxta Stottes- 
AenJ' Reserving a further^ account of the head branch of the 
Shropshire Baskervilles (then represented by this Sir Roger) till I 
reach Lawton, I now pass to another ancient member of Stottesden 
Manor, viz. : — 

BAEDLEY. 

In the year 1167 two parcels of land in Bardley seem to have 
become chargeable with an annual quit-rent to the Crown.^^* It 
was the year when Alan de Nevill held a great Forest Assize in 
Shropshire, and I doubt not that it was that Justiciar who detected 
the liability of these lands to the said quit-rent. The Occupants of 
the lands, or their ancestors, had, I think, held them since the time 
of Henry I, otherwise, when Henry II gave Stottesden to Godfrey 
de Gamages, Bardley would have been involved in the gift, which 
it certainly was not. Prom and after the year 1167, the Sheriff 
of Shropshire (or at times the King's Escheator) accounts on the 
annual Pipe-Rolls for the quit-rents of these two parcels of land : 
he received 6*. per annum on one parcel and Ss. per annum on the 
other. Sometimes the Receipt is stated to be for lands in Stottes- 
den, sometimes, and perhaps with a view to brevity rather than 
accuracy, it is classified under the heading of Escheats or Purpres^ 
tures. The specific situation of the lands, viz. Bardesley, is usually 
given on the Pipe-Rolls. 

I propose to treat first of the greater of these parcels of land, 
which th§ Pipe-Rolls uniformly estimate as one virgate while other 
Records make it liiore. In one instance it is said to be four and a 
half virgates. This estate was held in capite by the Lords of Bad- 
ger, the hereditary Foresters of Shirlot, a family which, as I have 
shown abready,^76 ^^^ represented by Philip fitz Stephen at the time 



*^ Blakeway (^de supra, VoL I, p. 
228, note 38). The original, among the 
Muniments at Pitchford, I have since 
seen : it confirms the accuracy of Mr. 



Blakeway's transcript; but the date 
(1311) ts undoubted. 

JW JtoL Pip. 13 Hen. II, Salop. 

>^ Supra, Vol. II, pp. 64> 65. 
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(1167) when Bardley was first subjected to a quit-rent. The fint 
positive mention of the Tenant in capite of this virgate is in a Boll 
of Shropshire Serjeantries in 1211. Roger de Bageshour was then 
in possession thereof.^*^' Consistently with the known succession of 
the Lords of Badger, we learn from the Inquisition of Stottesden 
Hundred, in 1255, that " Philip de Beggesoure holds in the ViU of 
Berdel four viigates of land in capite, paying 6^. annually at the 
Exchequer." ^77 i«iie Inquisition, ordered Dec. 2, 1258, on the 
death of this' Philip, puts his estate at Bardel^ at 4^ viigates; par- 
ticulars of his son^s Livery thereof, in February, 1259, I have 
abeady givcn.^^^ In November, 1274, the Hundredal Inquest says, 
that Philip de Beggesovre holds 4^ viigates in the vill of Berdeleg 
of the King in capite, paying Qs}'^ The Feodary of 1284 makes 
consistent mention of the Tenure, but the Inquisition on Philip de 
Badger's death, in 1291, gives Ailler particulars, viz. that the de- 
ceased had '^ held, in capite, 4^ virgates in Barddeg, not of the 
Crown, but of the King's Escheat, accruing by Bobert de Bdeem 
(Belesme) : and the land is of the Honour of Stottesden, and held 
by 6^. payable to the Sheriff, and it is a Socage, and is worth 50«. 
per annum.^'^^ 

I now return to speak of another and smaller estate at 
Bardley^ uniformly estimated on the Pipe-Rolls at half a virgate, 
but stated in other Records to have been five times that quantity. 
This was held by a family which took name firom the place. The 
Tenant paid 3«. rent to the Sheriff, but there is a probability that a 
further service was attached to the Tenure. The first of this fiamily 
whom I find mentioned is Richard de Berdeleg, who aj^iears in 
October, 1199, as Recognizor in a Suit at Law, given under Clee St. 
Margaret.^^^ He was succeeded by William de Bardley, witness of 
a Middleton Prior'9 deed very early in the thirteenth century,^^ 
and who, in 1211, is enroUed among those Shropshire Tenants by 
Seqeantry, whose duty it was to accompany the Sheriff when convqr- 
ing the Ferm of the County twice a year to the Exchequer. The Re- 
cord then proceeds : — " The aforesaid William de Berddeg holds half 
:i virgate of land, and pays annually 3«. by hand of the Sheriff at the 



»7« Ibidem, p. 70. 
»77 Rot. Hundred^ II, 82. 
»78 Supra, Vol. II, p. 74. 
>7> Bot. Hundred, II. 108. 
^ InquitUiofu, 19 Edw. I, No. 10. 
The distinction between Ancient Demesne 



and Ancient Escheat of the Crown, thns 
accurately marked in this Inquest, has be- 
fore been noticed (Vol. I, p. 70, note). 

"» FlacUa, Mich. Term, 1 John, m. 10. 

« Supra, Vol. HI, p. 838. 
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Exchequer/'^®* Another ootemporary Record gives William de Bar- 
desley^s tenure as one virgate.^®* Soon after this, Thomas de Bardley 
succeeded to William, unless there were a Richard between them. 
Thomas lias been already mentioned under another locality.^^^ He is 
entered on the Stottesden Hundred-Roll of 1255 as holding '^ two vir- 
gates tn capUe of the King, for which he paid Ss. at the Exchequer, 
but did no other service.*'^®* His Serjeantry had probably been done 
away with. Again at the Assizes of 1272, Thomas de Bardeleye 
was a Juror for Stottesden Hundred, and the Inquisition of No- 
vember, 1274, represents him as holding two and a half virgates in 
Berdeleg, of the King, in capite, and by a rent of 3s}^ On January 
29, 1278, he was deceased, and the King's Writ of Diem clavsit 
txiremymi issued as usual on the death of a Tenant in capite?^ Tlie 
consequent Inquest reported his tenure as of two vii^ates, his rent as 
Ss., and the value of the said estate as IVs. 4}d. Besides Bardley 
he had held two virgates of the Abbot of Wigmore, paying rents of 
7*. and 1 lb. of pepper : also of the Abbot of Shrewsbury he had 
held 3^ virgates at ISs. 4J. rent, the full value being 20«. William, 
son and heir to the deceased, was upwards of fifty years of age,^®* a 
fact quite consistent with the long period during which Thomas had 
been seized of his estates. WiUiam paid his relief in the same 
ygjij. 190 William de Bardley^s surrender of his tenancy under 
Salop Abbey, at Prestcote, has already been given.^^^ The Feodary 
of 1284 gives his Tenure in capite as one carucateP^ At the Assizes 
of 1292 it appeared that much of this Tenure had been illegally 
alienated. The Stottesden Jurors, after presenting Thomas de 
Bardley's former tenancy as one carucate in Bardie and Henle, held 
in capite by Zs. rent, and being worth 20«. per annum^ proceed to 
say that three acres thereof were now held by Robert de Dody ton, 
two acres by Roger fitz Agnes of Kynlet, eight acres by William 
Bryd, sixteen acres by Roger de Yatton/ and as to what was in 
Henle, it was worth 5^. per aimum^ and Brian de Bromton held it 
all, not under Thomas de Bardley^s heir, but under the King and 
over the said heir. Fines or Seizures of all these parcels were 
ordered by the Court.^^ 

» Testa de Nevill, p. 56 (corrected). W Ibidem, II, 108. 

>«« Liher Ruber Scacc. fo. cxxxvii. »»•» OriginaUa, 1, 30. InquU. 6 Edw. 

» Supra, Vol I, p. 56. If Richard de I, No. 15. 

Berdell, who occurs in 1221, was of Bard- »» Rot. Pip, 6 Edw. I, Salop. 

ley, the transaction there alluded to must ^^ Supra, p. 159. 

bo dated too early. '« Kirhy't Quest. 

« Rot. Hundredy II, 82. | '^ Plac. Coro»«, 20Edw. I, m. 20 rfor*o. 
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The King's writ of Diem clausit extremum, on the death of Wil- 
liam do Bardeleye^ bears date April 29^ 1295. The Inquest^ held 
Sept. 20 following^ valued his lands^ held in capUe, only at 2s. Sd. 
more than his quit-rent to the Crown. His Tenure in Balbeneye 
(Baveney)^ under Sir Henry de Sibbeford^ was another matter. 
Thbugh he cannot have been much less than seventy at his deaths we 
find that Richard^ his son and heir^ was under two years of age at 
the same period, having been bom May 1, 1293.^^ This Richard 
seems to have died in 2 Edw. II (1308-9) .^^ The Nomina ViUarum 
of 1316 gives the King as Lord of Bardd^h,^^ but the reason of 
this I have yet to inquire. 

Chorlet, Kingswood, and Woodhouse were members of Stot- 
tesden, of which occasional mention occurs in ancient writings, but 
it is not clear whether they were members of the central Manor or 
of the detached Berewicks which we have been noticing. I have 
nothing to say of either, except to identify Roger de Bosco Regis (a 
Juror for Stottesden Hundred in 1274)^^ as the then Tenant of 
Kingswood, a vill which probably acquired its name when the whole 
Manor was in the hands of Henry I. 



J^artott. 



This place, though parochially a member of Stottesden, was 
manorially distinct, even as early as the time of Edward the Con- 
fessor. And the Norman Earl of Shrewsbury continued the sever- 
ance, by enfeoflSng a Tenant therein. 

"Alcher,^^ says Domesday, ''holds Havrctescote of the Earl. 
Eluuard held it (in Saxon times) and was a free man. Here is 
I hide geldable. There is arable land (sufficient) for v ox-teams. 
In demesne there is i such team, and (there are) iii Serfe and vi 
Boors, with mi Teams. It formerly was worth 7s. (per annum), 
and afterwards 5s. : now (it is worth) 12*.^^ * 

Of Alcher, his tenures at Harcott and elsewhere, I have said 



w InquUUions, 28 Edw. I, No. 7. 
i» InqftisUiotUy 2 £dw. II. (Calendur 
I, p. 23L) 



^ Parliameniaty Wriis, lY, 898. 
>97 Rot. Hundred, 11, 107. 
1 Dome^atf^ fo. 259, b, 2. 
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much already ;^ and how it was this particular tenure of Harcott^ 
under the Earl^ which made his descendants Tenants-iw-copt/^ 
under the Crown. To avoid repeating former statements^ I pass to 
the year 1203^ when William^ son of GreofiQrey Carbunell^^ impleaded 
the third Robert Fitz Aer and his mother Emma for half a hide in 
Haveicot^ allying that his said Father^ QeoSrej, had been seized 
thereof. The result has 1)een already given.^ In 1211 we have 
the first statement of the Serjeantry or service^ by which this 
Robert Fitz Aer held Harcott. He was bound to find '^ one serving 
foot-soldier, with a bow and arrows, to attend the King's army in 
Wales/' ^ The death of this Robert Fitz Aer, and the succession 
and death of William Fitz Aer (whom I now find to have been 
Brother of Robert), have been before spoken of.' The minority of 
John Fitz Aer, in 1255, is fully proved by the return of the Stot- 
tesden Jurors as to Havekercot, of which " John Fitz Cleri " (read 
Aeri) was Lord, he being in custody of Philip le Bret, by grant of 
the King. The Jurors gave the contents of the Manor as ha^f a 
hide, — " held in capUe of the King by service of one Serjeant, with 
a bow and three arrows, in Wales, when the King goes thither to 
levy war.*' The Vill did smt twice a year to the SheriflPs Toum, 
but not to the Lesser Hundred Courts, nor to the County Court. 
It paid 2d. for StretuHxrdj and 4^. for Motfee. The land, by tenure 
of which John Fitz Aer became a Ward of the Crown, was collec- 
tively worth nine merks per annumJ The Stottesden Jurors of 
1274 repeated, in substance, the former statements as to the service 
by which John Fitz Aer held Havekercote.® The Feodary of 1284' 
gives the same account as the Inquisition of 1255. It may lead to 
some further discovery, as to the relations of this John Fitz Aer, if 
I point out that he was in receipt of a large rent-charge from the 
Warwickshire Manor of Famborough. His receipt of lOOs. there- 
of (apparently an instalment only) fix)m Henry Marshall of Farn- 
barwe, bears date 15 Edw. I (1286-7), and is sealed with a Lion 
Passant}^ 

John Fitz Aer died seized, inter alia, of Haverscote, previous to 
January 16, 1293, — ^the date of the King's Writ of Diem clausit 



* Supra^ Vol. I, p. 199 et seq. 

' The Garbonellfl were apparently Te- 
nants of Fits Aer, at Aston Ejre, fifty 
ycare later (supra, YoL I, p. 206). 

« Supra, Vol. I, p. 203. 

^ TeHa de NeviU, p. 65. 



< Supra, VoL I, pp. 208, 204^ and note 



26. 



7 Bot. Hundred, II, 83. 

s' Ibidem, II, 108, and Kirbjf'9 Quert. 

^ Dugdale's MSS. K, fo. 61. 
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extreimum. The Inquest of February 12 following^ found his son 
and heir, Hugh, to be then thirty years of age.^^ An Escheator's 
Roll of the same year intimates that the Archer, whose service 
was due from Harcott in the Welsh Wars, was to remain with the 
King till he had exhausted his arrows on the persons of the King's 
enemies.^ A Fine of Hilary Term, 1306, exhibits Hugh le Pitz 
Aer as entailing a considerable estate on his son William, probably 
on the marriage of the latter with Christiana, daughter of John de 
Bedmarleye. It purports to be levied between Hugh le Fitz Aer, 
Plaintiff, and Henry le Waleys (a Trustee, I think). Deforciant y of a 
messuage, a carucate of land, and IOO9. rent, in Criddon (Salop), 
and of ^10. rent in Franberew (Warwickshire), which Hugh acknow- 
ledges to be Henry's by his (Hugh's) gift, and whereof was plea of 
eofwention. Henry in turn settles the premises on Hugh for life, with 
remainder to William, son of Hugh, and to Christiana, William's 
wife, and their heirs of their bodies, — ^to hold of the Lords of the 
respective Fees, — with further remainder to the right heirs of Wil- 
liam.^8 In 4 Edw. II (1310-1), I find Hugh Fitz Aer finmg twenty 
merks with the Crown for Ucense to enfeoff William Canne in 
lands at Haverooute.^.^ This doubtless was in connection with some 
contemplated settlement of the estate; but, as I intend to follow 
the history of the Fitz Aers imdar Wythiford, I here say no more 
than that, on the death of Hugh, in 7 Edw. II (1313-4), 'Hiomas 
was found to be his son and hei^ ; and that Alyna Fitz Ayer, en- 
tered as Lady of Harcott in the Nomina Villarum of 1316,^* was 
Hugh's Widow. 

Harcott Chapel. — ^Tradition is cited as the authority for such 
a foundation.^* All probability is in favour of this tradition, but I 
cannot otherwise support it. The Chapel, if parochial, was of 
course an affiliation of Stottesden Church. 



11 InqmtiHons^ 21 Edw. I, Ko, 44. 
» Kirhft Quett 

^ Pedes Fininm (Diyoree Ck)imtie8), 
Bund. V, No. 48. 



^* OriffinaUa, 4 Edw. 11, Bo, 20. 
" ParUamentary fPrits, IV, 898. 
>< DuJceis Jppendup^ XTT. Hareoai. 
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Thb Manor^ thus called in later times^ is spoken of in Domesday 
as follows : — 

'^ The same Roger (de Laci) liolds Hoptone^ and Widard (holds 
it) of him. Sinuard^ a free man^ held it (in Saxon times) . Here 
are iii hides geldable. There is (arable) land (sufficient for) iiii 
ox-teams. In demesne there is one (snch team)^ and (there are) 
I Serf^ I Badman, ii Villains^ and iii Boors^ with i team. In 
time of King Edward the Manor was worth 10s. (annually)^ and 
afterwards it was worth 12s. ; now it is worth 9s. 2rf.''* 

It is worth remark, that of the five Shropshire Manors which 
Roger de Lacy held immediately of the Crown at Domesday, four 
had been the property of the Saxon Siward. Widard, the Domes^ 
day Tenant of Hopton, was probably identical with Widard, the 
Domesday Tenant of Farlow ; but I can trace no subsequent con- 
nection between the respective Feoffees of these Manors. I have 
marked a much closer association between Hopton Wafre and 
Cleobury North, in my account of the latter Manor, viz. how the 
Church of Worcester had been sometime seized of both Manors, 
how, Siward the Saxon and Roger de Lacy were interested in both, 
how both passed from Lacy to Bernard de Newmarch, and how 
one, if not both, were held under the said Bernard by Walter de 
Cropus, the presumed Ancestor of Le Wafre.^ 

The annexed Genealogy proposes to show how the whole, or 
a greater part, of the Honour of Brecknock (of which Cleobury 
North and Hopton Wafre came to be reputed members) descended 
from Bernard de Newmarch to De Bohun Earl of Hereford. This, 
it will be observed, was in two ways; first, by the marriage of 
Humphrey de Bohun (III) with Margaret, eldest daughter of Milo 
Earl of Hereford; secondly, by the marriage of Humphrey de 
Bohun (VI) with Alianora de Braose, who was already his Cousin 
in the fourth degree, owing to the former match. It was by the 
first of these marriages that Cleobury North and Hopton Wafre 

» JDometdajf, fo. 260, b, 1. | « Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 22, 23, 25. 
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passed to De Bohun^ for^ as will presently be seen, Humphrey de 
Bohiin (V) was Seignoral Lord of botli Manors in 1265, a time 
when his Son, and not he, will have been Lord of all such portions 
of the Honour of Brecknock as accrued with the Coheiress of De 
Braose. 

I now proceed to give some account of the family which held 
Hopton Wafire and Cleobury North, immediately under the Lords of 
Brecknock. The names of Le Wafre, Baskerville, and Weldeboeuf^ 
occur frequently in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, in con- 
nection with certain localities in Brecknockshire and Hereford- 
shire. Tedston Wafire, in Herefordshire, was held by Le Wa&e 
under Weldeboeuf, and by Wddebceuf of the Honour of Brecknock. 
Again, one Robert le Wafre, about 1220, had to wife a Lady who 
was apparently a Baskerville. One or two quotations firom the 
Charters of Brecknock Priory are releyant to Hie subject in hand. 
About 1200-1210, William de Weldebeof grants to that House 
" the wood which belongs to the land, which was formerly Bernard 
Unspac's,' which passes firom Brecon to Abreschir. — ^Witnesses: 
Sir William de Braose, Matilda his wife, William their heir, Bobert 
Wafre." 

Between 1216 and 1222, a confirmation by B^;inald de Braose 
is attested by Bobert de Wafire, and, vice versd, Sir Beginald de 
Braose attests the Charter whereby — " Bobert le Wafire, with con- 
sent of his wife Alice, eldest daughter of Boger de Ba^erville, 
confirms to the Monks of Brecon the Mill of Landevaillane, which 
Balph de Baskerville^ had first given them/'^ 

The obii of Alice, wife of Bobert le Wafre, was annually cele- 
brated in Hereford Cathedral ; and it was their son, intimates my 
authority,' another Bobert, who, in 1243, is said to hold one hide 
in Thoddesthome (Tedston), of John de Wddebef, of the Honour 
of Brecknock.^ 

Another, and nearly cotemporary Becord, represents Bobert le 
Wafire's Tenure in Tedethom as immediate, under the Earl of Here- 
ford, and by service of a fourth part of a knighf s-fee.^ About this 



' We shall hear of Bernard XJiiBpac 
agun under Kinlet. 

* This Balph de Baskeryille seems to 
be identioal with the so-named Lord of 
Bradwardine and Fickthom, of whom I 
have giyen aoconnt mider the latter place 
(toI I, p. 232 et wq.). The Brecon 
Charters, quoted M(m(uticon, Ul^ 261, 
IV. 



yary however so much from my transcripts 
of the same MSS. that I speak with some 
doubt on the subject. 

• Carte's MSS. (in Sibl BodL) LLLL. 
Caput 19, fos. 280, b, and 288. 

* Ihmeumb*9 SerefordsUre, II, p. 263. 
7-8 Testa de NemU, pp. 65, 67. 
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time^ Sir Robert le Wafre and Sir John de Weldeboenf attest a 
Charter of Herbert fitz Peter^ then a C!oparcener in the Honour of 
Brecknock.* 

We now turn to Hopton Wafire^ concerning whidi the Inquisition 
of Stottesden Hundi^, in 1255, found as follows : — " Robert le 
Wafre is Lord of Hopton, in which are two and a half hides of 
land geldable; and the said lands do sttit to the Hundred Courts, 
and give hydage ; and he (Robert le Wafre) holds in capite of the 
Earl of Hereford, of the Honour of Breckenock, and renders to the 
Sheriff lOd. for Stretward, and 20rf. for MotfeeJ'^^ 

At the County Assizes of 1256, Robert de Wafre of Hopton was 
reported as a De&ulter in due attendance. The period of this 
Robert le Wafre^s death I am imable to ascertain, but he was living 
in 1265, after which he attests, as a Knight, a great Charter which 
Humphrey de Bohun (VII) expedited to Brecknock Priory." I 
imagine it to have been at least ten years later that Lucia, his 
sole daughter and heir, married to Roger, younger son of Roger 
Lord Mortimer, of Wigmore. The Feodary of 1284 tells us ac- 
cordingly, that ^' Roger, son of Roger de Mortimer, holds Hopton 
Wafire of the Earl of Hereford, of the Honour of Brekeynoc, and 
the same Earl of the King in capite/' ^^ In 1285 I find that Roger 
de Mortimer presented, to Tedston- Wafre Church j^ and on May 
6^ 1286, Roger de Mortimer of Chirk had a grant of Free-Warren 
in Hopton Wafiire, as well as in six Herefordshire Manors, one of 
which was Todesteme}^ In the Nomina Villarum of 1316,^ Roger 
de Mortimer is entered as Lord of Upton Wafre ; but I here quit 
a subject, for frirther details of which, as connected with the Baro- 
nial House of '' Mortimer of ChiilLe,'' I may refer elsewhere.^' 

THB CHURCH. 

I can assign no probable date for this Foundation. I have a note 
of Ralph, Bishop of Hereford, having, in 1236, confirmed the Tithes 
of Hopton Wafre to Brecknock Priory.^^ The Advowson however 
of Hopton Wafre belonged, before 1278, to the Abbot of Wigmore. 
The Tawaiion of 1291 makes due mention of this Church as in the 

• MonatHcon, IH, 266, No. IX. ^* Sot Ctrt. U Edw. I, Num. 20. 



^ Bot. ffundred, IT, 81. 

11 Carte's MSS. (ut supra) fo. 249, b. 

" Kirby'9 Quett. 

^' Duncumb (ut supra). 



^ ParUammUary WriU, lY , 898. 
i< Bugdale't Baronage, 1, 156. 
17 MonagUeon, III, 262^ b. 
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Deanery of Burford^ and as of the annual value of £4. is. 6d., 
besides which the Prior of Brecon drew an annual portion of 6s. Sd. 
therefiom^ and the Abbot of Wigmore a portion or pension of similar 
amount.^® The Inquisition of the Ninth, taken in 1341^ seems to 
take account of only one of these pensions, and quotes the Church- ' 
Taxation accordingly as £4. 9s. 2d. It assesses the Parish at 
£1. 6s. Sd. to the Ninth, the reasons for the diminution being want 
of sheep-stock and the non-cultivation of two carucates of land from 
poverty of the Tenants.^* In 1534-5 the gross value of this Rec- 
tory^ then held by John Pontney^ was returned as £5. 14^. 8^.^ a 
sum which was chargeable with 6d. for Procurations and Synodals, 
with a Pension of 6s. Sd. to the Abbot of Wigmore, and a Pension . 
of 6*. to the Prior of Brecknock.^ The return of the Prior himself 
gives his pension from Uppton WaflBres as only 2s.,^^ while the Minis- 
ters^ Accounts for 1539-40 give the Wigmore Pension fit)m Hopton 
Wafer as 6*.** 

BAELY INCUMBENTS .» 

William de Brat^ Clerk^ is promised admission to this Churchy 
on Oct. 29^ 1278^ by the Bishop of Hereford^ and at instance of the 
Abbot of Wigmore^ but on condition that the Presentee should 
procure himself to be legitimated and should enter into Holy Orders 
before Easter. On April 26^ 1279^ he is instituted^ on the Abbot's 
presentation. 

William de Morton resigned this Living in 1322^ having ex- 
changed Preferments with— 

William de Scheyneston,^ late Portioner of Holgate. (Pa- 
trons : The Abbot and Convent of Wigmore.) 

Master Philip de la More^ Clerk and friend of the Bishop^ is 
instituted to this Chapel tanquam mm cwratam. (Patron : the Bishop 
by lapse.) He resigned in 1331, when on July 11 — 

Sir Hugh de Neenton, Priest, was instituted. (Patrons : the 
Abbot and Convent of Wigmore.) In 1346, an order issued to 
this Rector to reside, which was afterwards dispensed with. On 
Sept. 18, 1349,— 

John de Orletone, Deacon, was instituted. (Same Patrons.) 

Sib Elyas Musard, Priest, instituted Nov. 10, 1349, on a like 

w PopeNich. Taxation, p. 165, b. ! ^ From Blakeway's MSS. 

'• Inqvit. Nonaruntf p. 187. ' -^ Compare p. 73, wliere the name is 

^ Valor Ecc/^siasticus, TI 1, 214. spelt Gheyneston. 

» • » Mona^icon, 111, 268, and VI, 355. 
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presentatioD, was on Dec. 10> 1856^ the subject of a CiommiflBkm, 
which was to remove him for mulioensed absence. 

BicHARD^ Rector of Hopton Wafire in 1359^ seems to be identicfll 
with — 

Sib Richard db Bibilvs^ who resigned in 1862, when on 
Dec. 10— 

Oilbebt Aungeb, Priest,^ was instituted on presentation of the 
Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. He exchanged with — 

John de la Owene, late Rector of Wheathill, who was insti- 
tuted here Sept. 20, 1874, and soon exchanged with — 

John Body, late Vicar of Momele, who was instituted here Sept. 
27, 1374.«« (Same Patrons.) 

RicHABD Bakbb, of Lcnthalc Zevoles, was instituted Nov. 22, 
1890. (Same Patrons.) 

John le Pbowde, of Cherlustr', Priest, instituted Feb. 5, 1891, 
resigned in 1399, having exchanged with — 

Sir William Cheynt, Rector of Half Bodyngton (linooln 
Dice.), who was instituted here Jan. 10, 1899, and resigned in the 
same year, exchanging with — 

Richard Douyngton, late Rector of AUertone (Wigom. Dioc.), 
who was admitted here on Oct. 18, 1899. 



Infitoartiine. 



In;, in Saxon, is a meadow ; peojcSi, or peop'Sij^ a field or fiurm, 
as I have before explained.* 

This small Manor, the only one held by William Pantulf in 
Condetret Hundred, is noticed by Domesday in the supplementary 
form already described.^ 

« The same W. (Will. Pantulf) holds Ingurdine. Eduin held it 
(in Saxon times) and was a free man. Here is i viigate geldable. 
There is arable land (sufficient) for half an ox-team. It (the 
half-team) is in demesne, with one Serf. The former and present 
value (of the Manor) was and is 5«.^' ' 

At one only period subsequent to Domesday do I find a distinct 

» • « Compare, supra, p. 13. | * Supra, p. 27. 

» Supra, Vol. I, p. 187. | » Dometda^, fo. 267, b, 1. 
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statement as to the Sognenry of Ingwardine. Analogy with cer- 
tain other Manors in South Shropshire would induce me to think 
that Pantulfs interest here lapsed to Fitz-Alan^ and that Ingwar- 
dine was annexed to the Fees of De Hugford^ that is^ to those va- 
rious estates which the latter held in Fitz Alan's Barony. 

What I have further to say of the place relates chiefly to its 
Under-Tenants. At Michaebnas, 1188^ the Justices of the Forest 
had amerced Alexander de Ingwrdin 2$. for some default.^ This 
Alexander, whose real name was De Cauz, appears to have inhe- 
rited Ingwardine from his elder brother Robert, who was deceased 
without issue in 1187, but who left a widow, Lucia. The said 
Lucia obtained, in 1187, by Suit-at-law, from Alexander, her late 
husband's brother, an assignmant of dower in Ingwrdin. Her right 
was decided by a Jury, and embodied in a Chirograph or Fine, whereby 
Alexander warranted the premises to Luda. In i. Bic. I (1189-90) a 
Claimant to the whole of Ingwardine rose up, in the person of Wil- 
liam de Spineto. Suing Alexander de Ingwardine for the estate, he 
recovered it. A second Chirograph, between Alexander and Wil- 
liam, embodied a qtdt'Claim of the whole land of Ingwardine from 
the former to the latter ; and the former also gave sureties that he 
would convict the Jurors in the former trial of perjury, and so oust 
Luda de Cauz of her dower. Without waiting for so formal a 
process, it appears that William de Spineto at once disseized the 
said Lucia. A Suit now sprang up between the latter parties. On 
Nov. 8, 1194, 1 find Lucia de Hin^ordin es$oigning her appear- 
ance at Westminster in the said suit, by the essoign called de mah 
veniendi, her Essoignor being Richard Irish (Hibemiensis). On 
November 28, 1194, however, she appeared in Court, having given 
security to show cause why she had sued William de Spineto under 
writ of ncvel disseizin. The said William now pleaded the Ckhro^ 
graph of i. Eic. I. Lucia, on the contrary, relied upon that of 
1187, and asked for judgment of the Court as to whether Alexan- 
der de Ingwardine was competent to over-ride his first Fine by a 
second {jUrum finem facer e potuit supra finem prius factam) . The 
Jurors, by whose verdict the first Fine had been levied, had it seems 
been bound over to appear at this trial. They came, and so did 
Alexander de Ingwardine ,* but instead of convicting them of per- 
jury, he could allege nothing against them but the Chirograph or 
document itself. Luda hereupon had sentence in her favour, viz. 

* Boi. Pip. 34 Hen. II, Salop, 
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'' that she should hold peaceably;'' and '' WiUiam'' (it should surely 
be Alexander) '^ and his Sureties were in misericordid because he 
had not convicted the Jurors of perjury/' ^ 

These details of one of the earliest lawsuits on any English 
Record have an interest of their own, though they concern but a 
part of a very small estate. To continue, — ^I find mention of one 
Robert de Ingwardine, as paying half a merk in 1199 for some 
withdrawal, — probably of a lawsuit/ In 1221, we have already 
heard of a William de Ingwardine, accused of robbery;^ and in 
1226 we have had mention of Alexander de Caus.^ 

The Hundred Boll of 1255 tells us, that Walter de Pedwrthin 
(Pedwardine) was Lord of Ingwrthin, but nothing as to the Seig- 
noral Lord. It was a virgate of land (as at Domesday), did suit to 
the Hundred (of Stottesden) twice a year, but not to the lesser 
Hundred Courts nor to the County Court. It paid the Sheriff Id. 
for Stretward and 2d. for Motfee.^ Of Walter de Pedwardine we 
shall hear again, in very different relations. 

At the Assize of 1256, William le Yenur and Loreta his wife 
were found to have disseized Robert de Hope of eight acres in In- 
garton.® In October, 1269, one Ralph Sprenchehose was suing 
Felicia, widow of another Ralph Sprenchehose, under writ of mort 
d^ancestre, for a messuage and noke in Ingworthyn. The suit is 
again mentioned in 1270.^^ 

At the Assizes of 1272, Richard de Ingwrdin was a Juror for 
Stottesden Hundred. The Feodary of 1284 helps us to determine 
the true ratio in which this Manor was held : — '' Walter de Pede- 
wardin held it of William de Hugford, the said William of Richard 
fitz Alan and of the Honour of White-Minster, and the said 
Richard of the King m ctgnte." ^^ Others, whom I have now to 
mention, were probably Pedwardine's Under-Tenants here, viz. Roger 
and Richard de Ingwardine, Jurors at Pickthom in March, 1286, 
and again at Chetton in June, 1290; Ridiard de Ingwordine, a 
Juror at Brug in 1292;^^ and Roger and Richard de Ingwrdin, 
Jurors at Cleobury North in March, 1301. 

Thb White Ladies of Bbewood had sometime an estate here. 



« Sot. OuruB Begit, I, 83, 111. 

^ Rot Pip. 1 John, Salop, 

7 Supra, Vol. I, pp. 800, 191. 

*' Mot. Hundred, II, 82. 

^ Assizeg, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 5 dorso. 

^^ Pat, 53 and 54 Hen. Ill, dorw. 



These two Sprenchoees were probably 
Father and Son, and of the fiimily named 
under Newton (supra, p. 172). 

» Kirhy's (iuest. 

" Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 216. 
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It is not noticed in the Taxaiion of 1291^ and was perhaps acquired 
subsequently. In 27 Henry YIII (1335-6) it was estimated to 
yield £1. \s, \d. per annum}^ 



jfarUibj* 



Domesday speaks of this place in a way which marks the won- 
derful, but unconcerted accuracy of that Record : — 

"In Condetret Hundred Widard hath one Manor, — Ferlau; 
— ^f I hide and iii virgates of land. It lies in Leominstre, the 
King's Manor in Herefordshire, and there it is yalued. He (Wi- 
dard) holds it of the King.'' > 

Turning to that part of the Survey which treats at some length 
of the King's vast Herefordshire Manor of Leofininstre,^ we find 
Femelau named as the last of sixteen members thereof: we also 
find that one VUard paid Ss. (per annum) to the Central Manor. 

Whether the little which I have to say of Farlow belongs pro- 
perly to a Shropshire History is hardly worth consideration. Domes- 
day is the only Record which has placed it in a Shropshire Hundred, 
and that with the careful qualification above set forth. Domesday 
being my Textrbook, I will therefore speak of Farlow as connected 
with, but not contained in, Shropshire. The first Lord of Farlow 
whom I can name after Domesday was one who, written as Philip 
de Fharlawe, and being in November, 1194, a Recognizor in a trial 
about lands in Holicott, essoigns himself by Roger fitz Siward.^ 
This Philip was, I doubt not, the same person with Philip de Lin- 
ley, Lord of Linley, who has already occurred to us in 1196 and 
1200, in connection with that place.^ At the Assizes of October, 
1203, we have him, as Philip de Femlawe, amerced five merks for 
some transgression, and also as empannelled on a Jury with the 
principal Knights of Shropshire.^ Again, in April, 1206, we have 
him as a Juror of Grand Assize concerning land in Oxenbold; and 
at the Shropshire Forest Assizes, in March, 1209, the Justices 
amerced him half a merk, as Surety of some one in Staffordshire.* 



^ Valor EeclerUuHew, III, 198. 
^ Domegdojff fo. 259, b, 2. 
' Ibidem, fo. 180, a, 1. 
^ Sot Ottria Regit, 1, 123. 



* Supra, Vol. II, p. 40. 

* Auizegf 6 John, m. 6 dorw and 4 
recto. 

* Ik>r€it RoU, 10 John, m. 1. 
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In 1221-2 we haTe mention of one Henry de t*enilawe ; but Mm 
I find only as associated with Neenton.^ The Saccessors of Philip 
de Farlow were two Coheiresses^ one of whom^ Isolda^ took estates 
at Brockton and Farlow to her husband Wydo^ who seems to have 
assumed her name of Farlow. Of this Wydo or Guy I have already 
said something/ associating him, about 1280-1240, with the neigh- 
bourhoods of Brockton and Farlow. An earlier occurrence in the 
latter connection is of date November, 1221, when one written as 
Wiard de Vuerlawe appearsa^s Surety of William BottereU (of Aston 
BottereU) . Of Philip, son and heir of Wydo de Fallow, I have spoken 
under Brockton.' He was living in or about 1255, as we have seen 
under Stottesden.^^ The following Deed must have passed within 
five years of that date. Thereby '' Boger de Pynelesdone grants to 
Bobert de Harlegh, in frank mairiage with AUce, his daughter, half 
a merk annual rent which William de Donvill paid for a tenement 
held under the Grantor in the Vill of Farlawe : — ^Witnesses : Hugh 
de Legh, Andrew de Wylilegh, Hugh Bumell."^* 

Hugh de Donvile, who was Fermor .of Stotteaden Hundred and 
Constable of Brug Castle in or before the year 1274, was associated 
with the neighbourhood of Farlow ; but with Farlow itself, or the 
above-named William de Donvill, I cannot connect him. That the 
same parties succeeded the Farlows at Farlow and at Brockton, a 
Fiue of May 6, 1280, wiU clearly show, if compared with the two 
cotemporary Fines cited under Brockton.^^ This third Fine purports 
to be levied between John de Cleton and Alice his wife, Plaintifb, 
and Matilda, widow of Bichard de Sutton,^' Impedient (by Hugh 
de Charleoote, her attorney), of half a camcaie and 60^. rent in Far- 
lawe and Lylleye (perhaps Linley), whereof was Pka of Warranty of 
Charter. Matilda now grants the whole to John and Alice, and the 
heirs of John, at a rent of one rose. The Plaintifis gave for this one 
Sore Sparrow Hawk. 

Farlow Chapel. — Bishop Yere, about 1188, mentions this Chapd 
as a Dependency of Stottesden Church ;^^ so also Bishop Swinfield's 
Ordinance of 1286 gives the Tithes of the Chapel of Farlowe, valued 
at fifteen merks per annum, to the Vicar of Stottesden.^^ 



7 Supra, Vol III, p. 66. 

■ Supra, Vol. 11, p. 98. 

» Supra, Vol. II, p. 99. 

»» Supra, p. 160. 

" Dugdale'8 MSS., toL 39, fo. 80. 



w Supra, Vol. H, p. 99. 
» Identical with ''Matilda da Fariawe" 
of the fosmer Fine. 
" Supra, p. 163. 
^ Dukes' 9 AnliqmHet, p. S40. 
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The Domesday account of this Manor and its adjoncts is espe- 
cially valuable^ for it suggests certain facts of which we have no 
other Record. It is as follows : — 

" The same Radulf de Mortemer holds Claiberie (of the King) . 
Eddid held it (in Saxon times). Here are mi hides geldable. There 
is (arable) land (sufficient) for xxiiii ox-teams. In demesne are 
nil Teams, and xiiii Serfs^ xx Villains^ a Priest^ ii Radmans^ and 
Yin Boors have^ among them all^ xx Teams. Here is a Mill ren- 
dering II horse-loads of com : a wood^ capable of fattening 500 
swine^ renders 40^. In time of King Edward^ the Manor was worth 
£S {per annum) ; and afterwards its value was the same; now it is 
worth ,£12."^ But further, — this value was inclusive of the three 
small estates of Melela (Mawley), Lei, and Fech, which " when Tur- 
stin de Wigmore received them from Earl William, he joined to the 
superior Manor of Claiberie.'' It was also inclusive of Dodentone 
(now Earls Ditton), a small Manor, usually accounted to be in Overs 
Hundred, but which, inasmuch as it is thus valued under Cleobury, 
Domesday would seem to classify with the latter Manor. 

When in the above and in other passages of Domesday, we read 
of certain Shropshire and Herefordshire Manors held by Eddid, or 
Eddied, in the days of the Confessor, we see at first nothing to ar- 
rest the attention or call for remark. Yet to this Eddid attaches a 
story of the most romantic interest. We have before us the name 
of a Queen,— of Edith, the sister of King Harold, the unhonoured 
wife of King Edward himself.^ How it came to pass that Edith 
should be thus described as having singly held estates in her hus- 
band's lifetime, I can only conjecture. It may be a feature of the 
estrangement which other Records show to have existed between 
the Royal pair, or these estates may have been hers by gift of her 
father, Earl Godwin. Of the treatment which Edith met with at 
the hands of William the Conqueror we know little. She died at 
Winchester, then a Royal Capital, on December 14, 1074, and was 

^ Bometdagy fo. 260, a, 1. 
3 DomeK^d^ (fo. 183, b,l) Bays of Z«»to- 
hale{^ HerefordBhiro Manor of Mortimer), 



Eddied regina temni; of Stoches it Bays, 
— Eddied tenmt. Hence the Manor stiU 
bears the name of Stoke-Edith. 
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honoured by the King with a magnificent fiineral and a resting- 
place in Westminster Abbey^ by the side of her husband. Bat 
whereas Edith's sympathies as a Queen had ever been shown on Ihe 
side of her own family^ rather than on that of Edward and his Nor- 
man Favourites^ it is very possible that this sumptuous fQnei:al was 
a sequel to less considerate treatment on the part of the Conqueror. 
And here Domesday will furnish a specific faet^ for it proves that 
Edith was not permitted to retain all^ if any^ of her estates. We 
can show this most satisfactorily in the case before us^ for Domesday 
constructively tells us that the Conqueror had bestowed Claiberie 
and its adjuncts on Earl William^ who in turn had enfeoffed Turstin 
de Wigmore therein. Now, as Earl William, thus mentioned, was 
no other than William fitz Osbom, Earl of Hereford, and as William 
fitz Osbom was slain in Flanders on Feb. 20, 1071, that is nearly 
three years before the death of Queen Edith, it follows that he oc- 
cupied certain of her estates during her life. And this leads to an- 
other inference from Domesday, — 

As I have before pointed out, Earl William fitz Osbom was Lord 
of Wigmore, and built the Castle thereof.^ We now see that he was 
also Lord of Cleobury ; and these two estates were the principal of 
all the estates, in Herefordshire and Shropshire respectively, which 
were afterwards held in capite by Mortimer. I conclude that many 
other estates which Ralph de Mortimer held at Domesday, of the 
King, and in those two Counties, had been first Earl William fitz 
Osbom's, had reverted to the King on the forfeiture of Earl Roger 
de Britolio in 1074, and had then been granted to Mortimer, as the 
Conqueror of Edric Sylvaticus and the King's ablest Lieutenant in 
the West. 

Again, it appears from Domesday that Turstin de Wigmore, 
though enfeoffed by Earl William in Cleobury, had been removed, 
we will not say deprived, by Mortimer. Under Mortimer he con- 
tinued to hold elsewhere, as I shall have other opportunities of 
showing. Meanwhile Mortimer took Cleobury into his own de- 
mesne. It became his chief residence in Shropshire, and as such 
it is the place under which we may most fittingly give account of 
the— 

BARONY OF MORTIMER. 

In several contradictory expressions of ancient Chroniclers we dis- 

* Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 60. 
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cem one umform tradition and idea^ viz. that the two Anglo-Norman 
Families of Warren and Mortimer were descended from a common 
Ancestor. An Antiquary of the present Century/ having brought 
a mass of Charter-lore and consummate critical skill to bear upon 
the question^ has not only verified the fact of this relationship^ but 
in a great measure shown its mode. Gunnora^ wife of Richard I^ 
Duke or Count of the Normans^ had a Brother Her&stus and seve- 
ral Sisters. Herfastus was Father of Osbem de Crepon, and Os- 
bem de Crepon was Father of that William fitz Osbem of whom 
we were just now speaking. On the other hand^ a Sister of Gun- 
nora^ marrying to some one^ unnamed by the Chroniclers^ became 
Mother of a dai^ighter also unnamed^ which daughter was wife of 
Hugh^ afterwards Bishop of Coutances, and Mother by him of three 
Sons, Rodolf, Roger, and Godfrey. Of Rodolf and Roger we are 
to speak. — They must have been bom before the year 990, when 
their Father's Episcopacy had commenced, and their Mother was 
inferentially deceased. The elder, Rodolf, was known BsRodol/us 
JUius Episcopi and as Rodolf de Warren ; the younger, Roger, was 
similarly called at one time Rogerius films Episcopi, at another — 

Roger de Mortemer. So then these two Brethren were Cousins 
in the second degree of affinity to William fitz Osbem on the one 
hand and to Robert (I) Duke of Normandy, father of William the 
Conqueror, on the other hand. The Fiefs of Rodolf de Warren 
and Roger de Mortemer were both in the Pays de Caux, The Ca- 
pui of Mortemer's Barony was at one time the Castle from which 
he took his name. It was situate at the source of the River Eaulne, 
and near this Castle, in the year 1055, Roger de Mortemer, com- 
manding on behalf of William Duke of Normandy, defeated the 
forces of Hehry III of France, commanded by Ralph de Montdidier 
and others, and threatening to devastate Normandy. The French 
Count, Montdidier, fell into the hands of Mortemer, was confined 
for three days in the neighbouring Castle, and then released, with- 
out the sanction of Duke William, and on the feudal pretext that 
Mortemer had sometime done homage to his captive. This homage 
seems to have been in respect of certain lands in the French diocese 
of Amiens, and there are reasons for thinking that Mortemer was 
not only the Vassal, but the Son-in-Law of Montdidier. His two- 
sided allegiance cost him dearly. Duke William exiled him from 

* The late Thomas Stapleton, Esq. — I "Esaaey on the Pretended marriage of Wil- 
See his Obsenrations on the BotuU NoT' I liamde Warren, JEarl of Surrey {Archsto- 
mam m ct (Vol. II, p. exix et »eq.), and his I logical Journal, Vol. Ill, pp. 1-26). 
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Normandy in the first instance^ and when ultimately he admitted 
him to reconciliation^ he confiscated that Castle of Mortemer which 
had been the scene of his ofience. More than thirty years after- 
wards the Duke^ then King of England^ is represented by Ordericus 
as recounting these circumstances on his deathbed. The narration 
ends with the King saying that he gave the forfeited Castle to 
William de Warren^ a kinsman {consanguineo) of Mortemer and a 
loyal youth [legitimo tyrom). William de Warren, thus mentioned, 
was in fact Mortemer^s Nephew, the son of his Brother Rodolf. He 
accompanied Duke William to England in 1066, was made Earl of 
Surrey by William Bufus, and transmitted the Castle of Mortemer 
to his descendants as CaptU of the Honour of Warren in Normandy. 

Roger de Mortemer, recovering the other lands of his Fief, chose 
the Castle of St. Victor en Caux as the Caput of his Norman 
Barony. It is not quite clear who represented the House of Mor- 
temer at the so-called Battle of Hastings in 1066. The great age 
of Boger de Mortemer, though he survived that event at least 
eight years, must place his name out of the question. The Wi^more 
Annalist, whose inaccuracies I have before adverted to,^ makes 
B^lph de Mortemer to have been not only present at, but the 
prominent hero of Duke William's achievement ; but the fiict can 
hardly be concluded firom this testimonial of a later age. On the 
othB* hand, at a date shortly preceding the Conquest, we find 
William and Hugh mentioned as the sons, and apparently the 
eldest sons, of Roger de Mortemer and Odain his wife.^ And in 
very sufficient harmony with this evidence, Mestre Wace, living in 
the first half of the twelfth century, gives — 

Hue db Mobtemeb as one of the Chieftains at Hastings.*^ The 
eventual Successor to Roger de Mortemer in Normandy was un- 
questionably — 

Ralph de Mortemer, the Domesday Baron : and this Ralph 1 
should have taken to be Son of Hugh and Grandson of Roger on 
chronological grounds, did not an authority, to which I defer, name 
him as Roger^s son.^ Roger de Mortemer, I should now observe, 
was living in 1074, when, with Haduisa his wife, he procured the 
Priory of St. Victor en Caux, previously a cell to the Abbey of 
St. Ouen at Rouen, to be itself erected into an Abbey. Whether 



* Supra^ VoL III, pp. 36, 37. 

* Arckaoloffical Jowmaly HI, 13. 

7 Momatk de R<m (by Edgar Taylor, 
Esq., 1837), p. 239, where a part of the 



Author*8 criticifim on Wace seems to be 
unfounded. 
* Soiuli NarmannuB, IT, cix, note. 
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Hawise^ wife of Roger de Mortemer in 1074^ was identical with 
Odain^ his wife before mentioned^ I cannot determine. It is con- 
jectured that with Hawise Roger de Mortemer obtained lands in 
the Diocese of Amiens^ and it was on Ralphs as son^ I presume^ of 
Hawise^ that those lands afterwards devolved. The forfeiture of 
Earl Roger de Bretolio in 1074 and the reduction of Edric Sylva- 
ticus (events which must have been nearly cotemporary) placed 
large estates in Shropshire and Herefordshire at the redisposal of 
King William I^ and^ as I have before suggested^' Ralph de Mor- 
timer^ as the antagonist of the said Edric^ acquired a Fief in those 
Counties^ which Fief he held in capUe at Domesday, Of the 
Manors which he held under Earl Roger de Montgomery a nearly 
similar account has to be given. — In many of these his predecessor 
had been Edric Sylvaticus. Ralph de Mortimer too was related to 
Earl Roger much in the same way as he was related to the King; 
for as King William was Great-Grandson of the Countess Gunnora, 
so were Earl Roger and Ralph de Mortemer respectively descended 
from two Sisters of that Countess. 

But there is a circumstance connected with Mortemer^s tenure 
mider the Norman Earls^ which, though I learn it only from tra- 
dition, is so corroborated by other evidence, and throws such light 
upon an obscure passage of English History, that I cannot but ac- 
cept it as paiiially true. In the commencement of the fourteenth 
century a local Jury declared that Mortemer ''held the Manor of 
Cleobury Mortimer of the King in capite, as of the Escheat of 
Robert de Belesme formerly Earl of Salop, by service of being 
Seneschal of the said Earl in regard of all the said EarPs lands in 
Shropshire, and also by service of being Custos of the Castle of 
Bruges,'^ and each succeeding Mortemer was bound to pay ''a 
relief as for one Knight's Fee, viz. a relief of 100*.'*^° Now it is 
not true that Mortemer thus held Cleobury, for it had never been 
of the Seigneury of the Norman Earls, and therefore could not be 
of Earl Robert's Escheat. Nor yet is it true that Mortemer held 
Cleobury by service of being Castellan of Bruges, for Cleobury was 
Mortemer's before the Castle of Bruges was built or even pro- 
jected. But I have no doubt that what Ralph de Mortemer did 
hold in Shropshire under Earl Roger was by service of being his 
Seneschal, a service which, on the subsequent foundation of Brug 
Castle by Earl Robert, may have been construed to involve the 
custody of that Fortress. I shall have future reason to recur to 

• Vide Bupra, Vol. Ill, pp. 49, 60. | '» InquisiUofUy 32 Edw. I, No. 63. 
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this subject^ but the very next £ftct which, after Domesday, ocean 
in the life of Ralph de Martemer, i&, from the way in which it is 
related, apposite to the idea of his Seneschalcy: I speak of the 
rebellion against William Rufns as described by Florence of Wor- 
cester.^^ He tells us how Bernard de Newmarch, Boger de Lacy 
(who had already invaded Hereford), and Ralph de Mortemer, joint 
Conspirators, with the Vassals of Earl Roger of Shrewsbnry and 
a great army of Normans and Welsh, proceeded to threaten Wor- 
cester. The order in which the rebels are mentioned seems to 
associate Mortemer with Earl Roger's Vassals. The Earl himself, 
though he secretly fomented the insurrection, is said to have taken 
no prominent part therein. In the next year (1089) we find Ralph 
de Mortemer among ihose Normans who garrisoned their Castles 
north of the Seine in support and at the cost of William Rufus.^ 
There is no evidence that Mortemer's tenure under the Earls of 
Shrewsbury, whatever was its nature, involved him in the rebellion 
of Robert de Belesme. As to the custody of Brug Castle, Belesme 
certainly entrusted that to others, and during the rest of Henry Fs 
reign, whatever we know of Brug Castle favours the idea that it 
was in custody of the Viceroy or Sheriff of the County. In 
1104, two years after Belesme's expulsion, Ralph de Mortemer 
was in Normandy, and one of those zealous partisans of Henry I 
who received the King on his visit to the Duchy, and participated 
in his designs on his Brother's Crown.^^ And this is perhaps the 
latest authentic notice which we have of Ralph de Mortemer; for 
though the Wigmore Annalist has inferentially represented him as 
General of King Henry's forces at Tenerchebray in 1 106, and as 
the Captor of Courteheuse, the story is not worth a moment's con- 
sideration, seeing that Ordericus not only omits all mention of 
Mortemer on that occasion, but contradicts the Wigmore story in 
every essential particular. The name of Ralph de Mortemer's 
wife, as we learn from competent authority, was Melisendis,^^ but 
we know not who she was and only that her husband survived h^r. 
I have before alluded to the name, and the impossible parentage 
which the Wigmore Annalist has foolishly assigned to the wife of— 
Hugh de Mortemeb, son and heir of Ralph.^^ Of the early 
career of this Hugh we have no particulars, and there is a general 
probability that the Wigmore Annalist is right in representing 



" Florence Wygom : 11, 24. 
« Ordericus, p. 681 A. 
» Ordericus, p. 814 A. 



1^ Mot. Normaumts, 11, cxx. 
»» Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 86, 37. 
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Hm to have succeeded his Father at a youthfdl age. During the 
Usurpation of Stephen he comes first under notice. There can be 
little doubt that the Patent by which Stephen gave the Earldom of 
Hereford to Robert de Bossu^ already Earl of Leicester^ passed 
in 1140. That Patent mentions Hugh de Mortemer first of those 
Barons of Herefordshire, whose feudal subjection to the proposed 
Earl was not guaranteed by Stephen, but apparently reserved, sine 
medio, to the Crown.** The private feuds of that period must not 
always be construed to imply the political leanings of the parties 
concerned. What we hear of Mortemer's sympathies and anti- 
pathies would of itself favour rather than disprove the idea that he 
was a partisan of Stephen. His subsequent conduct leaves little 
doubt on the point, and therefore it will be interesting to trace 
those previous symptoms of a political faith, which on the succes- 
sion of the lawftd heir to the Crown, drew Mortemer into wild 
and arrogant rebellion. In 1142-3 (no more probable date can be 
assigned to the circumstance) Robert de Betun, Bishop of Here- 
ford, took refuge with the Canons of Shobdon, who at the time 
were imder the protection of Mortemer and his Steward, Oliver 
de Merlimond, whilst Milo, Earl of Hereford, the strenuous partisan 
of the Empress, was the person from whose antagonism the Bishop 
fled. Then again in 1143 Oliver de Merlimond, disgraced and 
persecuted by Mortemer, betook himself to the same Earl Milo, 
who sheltered and befriended him. Mortemer's Feuds with Roger 
Earl of Hereford, son and heir of Milo, are broadly spoken of, but 
with BO specific date or circumstance. Earl Roger was uniformly 
a friend to the cause of legitimacy till it had triumphed in the 
accession of Henry II. Then Earl Roger fell oflF, but in this in- 
stance he appears to have acted in concert with Mortemer. Lastly 
we observe that Hugh de Mortemer had great Feuds with Joceas 
de Dinan, Lord of Ludlow, and, as the story goes, was waylaid 
and imprisoned by him till he paid a ransom of 3000 merks. Co- 
temporarily the Chief of the House of Lacy was on terms of inti- 
macy with Mortemer, and the feud and the friendship were natural 
consequences one of the other; but I know not of any political 
bearing which can be attributed to these circumstances. They 
happened at a time (between 1148 and 1153) when political par- 
tisans are not easily distinguished, and, as between Lacy and 
Dinan, it is an ulterior question which was the Legitimatist. 

For all the minute details which fill up this outline, and of 

'< Dunewmh't fferefordshire, I, 232. 
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which I am giving a criticism rather than a summary, I refer else- 
where.^^ Mdtowhile it is well to observe how exactly the pro- 
gressive character of Hugh de Mortemer tallies with what we 
should expect of the youth and manhood of a feudal Chieftain 
circumstanced as he was. At first on his succession we have him 
devoted to his pleasures and amusements, delegating all weightier 
concerns to his Steward, Oliver de Merlimond, particularly leaving 
to that functionary the execution of a pious work (the foundation 
of a Monastery), which was, as it were, a l^acy firom his Father. 
Then we have him active in private feuds or political combinations, 
successful in arms against the Welsh, making their Chieftains 
prisoners and founding Castles within their territory .^^ At length, 
blinded with ambition or arrogance, he refuses to do homage to 
Henry II, and within a few months of that Prince's accession has 
fortified the three Castles of Brug, Cleobury, and Wigmore in de- 
fiance of the Crown. When we look at the names of those who 
rallied round the Throne on this occasion^ we have the fullest 
assurance of the insanity of Mortemer's rebellion ; but hia parti- 
cular conduct in defending Brug^ a Boyal Castle, against the King 
himself, though at first sight it strikes us as the very summit of 
audacity, may perhaps be partially explained. Stephen had pro- 
bably permitted Mortemer to assert his traditionary office of Se- 
neschal over the Boyal Demesnes of Shropshire. That office, in 
the absence of the hereditary Sherifl*, Fitz-Alan, had given to 
Mortimer the custody of Brug Castle. On the accession of Henry 
II, all his Predecessor's dealings with Royal Demesnes were 
brought in question, and generally reversed. It was therefore the 
command of Brug Castle which was disputed between the young 
King and his Vassal. The sequel has been narrated already,^^ and 
it remains to recapitulate the one circumstance which is most 
pertinent to our present subject, viz. that, according to the best 
account of Mortimer's^ rebellion, Cleobury was the first of his 
three Castles which was taken, and the only one which was de- 
stroyed. The surrender of Brug Castle was foUowed, in July, 
1155, by what the Chroniclers describe as the ^'settlement of 



17 Monasticon, YI, 844^50. Swioty 
of Ludlow (by Thomas Wright, Esq.), 
pp. 102-182. 

1" Vide Powd, sub anno 1143, and 
Monasticony YI, 349. 

» Supra, Vol. 1, p. 248 0< 9eq, 
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the King's peace with Mortimer/' The terms of the treaty are 
nowhere given^ but the expression quoted indicates^ I think^ a 
very large consideration shown by the King for some prescriptive 
or hereditary claims of the late Rebel, other than the custody of 
Brag Castle. This introduces a further and very interesting ques- 
tion. — Mortimer had lost both the name and office of Seneschal 
of Shropshire. By that office probably, and by no other service, 
had his Father held his Barony under the Nonnan Earls. What- 
ever in Shropshire had been held by his Father of the King, had 
probably during the reign of Stephen been incorporated with the 
Tenure by Seneschalcy, and we consequently never hear at any 
subsequent period that. Mortimer's Shropshire Barony was divided 
as to its mode of Tenure. The question then is this, — Did this 
office of Seneschal confer certain privileges and immunities? — and 
if it did, were those privileges, or some of them, secured to 
Mortimer long after his office had vanished except as a Legend ? 
This inquiry will best be met by some observations drawn fix)m 
the public Records of the century and half which followed Morti- 
mer's rebellion. During that period died five Chiefs of the House 
of Mortimer, and there were consequently five successions to its 
Honours. In no instance, except the fifth of these, do I find any 
record of a Writ of Dtem claimt extremum having issued, or an 
Inquest having been taken as to Mortimer's Shropshire Barony. 
The exceptional case, that of 32 Edw. I (1304), shall be considered 
in its place. Of Reliefs paid by succeeding Mortimers I wiU also 
speak in due order. I now notice a second appearance of immu- 
nity. It is true that Mortimer's Shropshire Fief was reputed to 
contain a certain number of Knight's-fees, but that seems usually 
to have affected only the relations between the Baron and his 
Vassals. Mortimer owed no military service to the Crown for his 
Shropshire Fees. Hence in the lAber Niger, which purports to be 
a return of the Knights'-fees then (1165-6) composing each Ba- 
rony in the Realm, we find no return by Mortimer of Wigmore ; 
nor was this an accidental omission, for his Barony is not, like that 
of Mortimer of !l^ichard's Castle, summarily described in any of 
those entries which form the supplementary portion of the lAber 
Niger.^^ Consistently with all this, we find that the Shropshire 
Barony of Mortimer of Wigmore was never except once put in 
charge to a Scutage, and never except once put in charge to an 
Aid, during the whole period of which I speak. The exceptional 

» Vide Bupra, Vol. I, p. 3. 
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instances were a Scutage and an Aid^ which involved many other 
such anomalies. On the whole then it may be stated that Mor- 
timer's Barony^ in respect of certain immunities^ stood alone 
among the Baronies of Shropshire ; and if the reason of this has 
not been suggested above^ I know not where to look for it. 

I now return to give further particulars of Hugh de Mortimer 
and his Successors^ but in so doing shall confine myself to matters 
hitherto unnoticed or misapprehended. In 1162 the Sheriff of 
Staffordshire answered for the Danegeld assessed on Mortimer's 
lands in Warwickshire^ Leicestershire^^^ and^ I presume^ Stafford- 
shire^ but it does not appear that his Shropshire estates were as- 
sessed. In 1176 the Sheriff of Shropshire records against him a 
debt of £307. 18^.^ the balance apparently of a debt which had 
been previously charged in the Hampshire Pipe-BoU. He also 
now owed the King £100.> — an amercement of which this was the 
ground. Mortimer had seized the working cattle {averia) of one 
of his Knights. The latter had apparently appealed to the King^ 
who ordered Mortimer to restore them, taking Surety for whatever 
claim he might have on his Vassal. Mortimer refiised, and the 
King sentenced him thus heavily. In 1177 Mortimer paid the 
small instalment of 18«. 9^^. on his Hampshire debt, which also ap- 
pears to have been an amercement. The balance of this debt and 
the whole of the other were charged against Hugh de Mortimer 
on the successive Pipe-Bolls of Herefordshire and Shropshire till 
his death. They were then charged on Boger, his son and heir; 
but in 1184 I find that the Sheriff of Herefordshire had orders 
to respite the debt of £100. till the King should return to Eng- 
land. However, no formal acquittance of either debt appears on 
any later Boll, nor more than a small instalment of either was 
ever paid. In 1301 £403. 16s. Id. is still charged in Berkshire 
against Boger de Mortemer for the" misericordia of his Father.'^^ 
Leaving this instance of Feudal independence, I return to another 
subject. — 

The Annalist, already quoted, dates the completion of Hugh de 
Mortimer's Foundation of Wigmore Abbey in 1179; and gives the 
Founder's death as having taken place on Feb. 26, 1185. The latter 
date is probably four years too late, and the work of piety was ac- 
cordingly a closing act in Mortimer's life. It was in the year 1181 
that his debts to the Crown were first charged against his Son 
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Roger. We may therefore place HugVs death as on Feb. 26^ 1181, 
seeing that the anniversary observed by Wigmore Monastery would 
probably be a safe guide as to the day, rather than the year, of the 
Founder^s obit. There is a French Chronicle of the Mortimers, 
which I have often quoted, and which seems to be a much more 
authentic document than the Latin Historia Fundatiams. This 
French Chronicle seems to intimate that at the time of Hugh de 
Mortimer's death, his son Roger was the Prisoner of Henry II, be- 
cause of the death of one Cadwallan, whom Roger's attendants had 
killed. So, continues the Writer, " the King's Servants held the 
Castle of Wigmore with its appurtenances.^' He then proceeds to 
describe the miraculous escape of some Welsh prisoners from the 
Castle, and, after that, Roger de Mortimer's enlargement from cus- 
tody and return to Wigmore.** We have the means of verifying 
the non-miraculous part of this narrative in a most satis&ctory 
way. — ^The Sheriff of Shropshire accounting at Michaelmas, 1181, 
charges himself with a sum of '' £16, Is. 9d. of the issues of the 
land of Hugh de Mortimer, for the term wherein it was in the 
King's hand. He (the Sheriff) had paid £14. into the King's 
Treasury ; he had expended £2. Is. 9d., by the King's order, in 
maintenance of Hugh's hounds and hawks previous to the time 
when the King took possession of them. And he (the Sheriff) was 
quit."*^ The term here spoken of must be taken to have been half 
a year. At the same time (Michaelmas, 1181) the Sheriff of Here- 
fordshire is charged '^ £S. Os. lOd. for the fixed rent {de redditu 
statuto) of the land of Roger de Mortimer in his Bailiwick, viz. 
for one term^ and according to the Sheriff's own asseveration." The 
one term here spoken of must be a quarter of a year, for the Sheriff 
of Herefordshire, in 1182, is again charged with a similar sum of 
£S. Os. lOd. on the same account, but for a quarter of a year. 
On the whole the accounts of the two Sheriffs (of Shropshire and 
Herefordshire) tally, though one describes the escheated estate 
under the name of the deceased Father, the other under the name 
of the succeeding Heir; one reckons the half-year of forfeiture in 
gross, the other in distinct quarters, and with less punctuality. 
Again I should observe that in 1182 the Sheriff of Herefordshire, 
balancing his account for the year 1181, is allowed a sum of money 
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for custody of the Castle of Cameriun, which^ if I mistake not, iras 
one of the Welsh Castles of Mortimer.^ 

BooEB D£ Mortimer^ with whom our narrative proceeds^ had, 
some years previous to his Father's death and his own disgrace, 
been in favour with Henry II. He had probably taken an active part 
on the King's side in the rebellion of 1 1 73-4, for in the latter year 
the Sheriff of Shropshire paid to Roger de Mortimer £8. 13«. 4d, 
out of the ferm of the King's Manor of Halis (afterwards Hales 
Owen), in obedience to the King's order. This grant appears as 
equivalent to £16. \Qs. M. in the year 1175, and to £16. per annum 
in 1176, 1177, 1178, and 1179. In 1180 it is suspended and does 
not again appear, a circumstance which would seem to fix the date 
of Roger de Mortimer's disgrace as about Michaelmas, 1179. The 
Worcestershire Pipe-RoU of that year verifies this conclusion, and 
gives a Airther instance of the King's previous favour. It assigns 
to Roger de Mortimer, as usual, fifty lAbrates of Crown land in 
Merita and Bremesgrava as a Royal gift, but yet at the moment 
of completing the account these lands were in the King's hand. 
The Sheriff accounts £4. 13«. 6</. for the issues of Roger de Mor- 
timer's lands, and £4. Vfs, 9d, which was found upon the person 
of Simon de Bibbeford, his Dapifer or Seneschal, — ^both having been 
arrested, I presume. It is very satisfactory to find that the results 
thus arrived at, from collating a monastic Chronicle with the Re- 
cords of the Exchequer, are confirmed by more general history. 
Diceto actually gives the day (September 22, 1179) when CadwaUan, 
a Prince of South Wales, was waylaid and murdered in returning 
firom the King's Court, and whilst under the King's guarantee of 
aafe-conducL Diceto tells us of the hatred and fear which existed 
between CadwaUan and the English ; also how his murderers were 
punished. Some, who were proved guilty, were put to the rack, and 
forfeited all their worldly possessions ; others, who were suspected, 
were forced from the pale of society f^ but Diceto does not tell us 
who was the principal offender, nor how he suffered two years' for- 
feiture and imprisonment. The Wigmore Annalist has given to 



^ Fowel {tub anno 1142) says, that 
Melienyth was conquered and Castle Cy- 
maron' fortified by Hugh (Ranulph is 
meant) Earl of Chester. The Wigmore 
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Boger de Mortimer two wives, — the first, Milesaunt, daughter of 
the Earl of Derby ; the second, Isabella, daughter of the Lord de 
Ferrers, of Lechlade. It has been suggested, if not shown, by the 
keen-sighted Antiquary, whose criticisms I have been lai^ely appro- 
priating,^ that this aU^ed first wife is probably imaginary, her 
Christian name being borrowed from that of Boger de Mortimer's 
Grandmother, her relationship to the Earl of Derby being a con- 
fusion with Mortimer's wife, Isabella, who was a Ferrars. The 
French Chronicle, so often quoted above, is again in this instance a 
fidthfiil Record, for it mentions only one wife of Roger de Mortimer, 
viz. Isabel de Ferrars, of Lechlade. 

Of Roger de Mortimer, during the eventful reign of Richard I, 
English Records speak but little. The Welsh Chronicles, with an 
inconsistency already pointed out, represent him to have conquered 
that part of Radnorshire called Melyenyth, and to have built Castle 
Cymaron in 1194.^^ We also learn from the same authority (and 
in this instance the story is corroborated by other evidence) that 
within the next two years Roger de Mortimer and Hugh de Say 
(Lord of Richard's Castle) suffiered a signal defeat under the walls 
of Radnor Castle, and at the hand of Rees, Prince of South 
Wales.«> 

The events which followed the Coronation of King John were 
emphatically calculated to give prominence to the names of such 
English Barons as held large Fiefs in Normandy. Mortimer had 
estates in not less than thirteen English Counties, to say nothing 
of his acquisitions in Wales. In Normandy lus Honour of St. 
Victor-en-Caux may be estimated by the fact that it owed the ser- 
vice of five knights to the reigning Duke, while thirteen and a half 
knights^-fees represented that portion of the Fief which owed ser- 
vice to the Lord Mortimer as distinct from the Ducal Suzerain.^^ 
In King John's contest with Philip Augustus, Roger de Mortimer 
seems uniformly to have adhered to the cause of the former, and 
to his own English interests. In 1201 King John's second Scutage 
was levied for the Army of Normandy. Roger de Mortimer was 
not assessed thereto in respect of his Shropshire Barony, but in six 
other Counties he was assessed in the first instance, and excused by 
Writ-Royal in the next. On April 1, 1202, I find him in King 
John's retinue at Montfort sur Rile, and about the same time he 
acquired, by discharging a mortgage thereon, an estate which was 

» Stapleton {Rot. Norman.), 11, cxxi. | »•» Powel, pp. 179, 180. 
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part of the Fief of Ferri^res/^ and so belonged to the Seigneury of 
Henry de Ferrars (Mortimer's brother-in-law). On July 8 and 11, 
1202, King John, then at Bonport, procures two loans of j£lOO 
(Anjovin) each, for the use of his '^ faithful and beloved '^ Roger de 
Mortimer, the King himself covenanting to see to the repayment 
thereof.^ On February 5, 1203^ the King^ at Rouen, cancek a 
debt of £25 (Anjovin) which was the interest accruing on a prin- 
cipal debt of £100, due from Roger de Mortimer to certain Jews.^ 
In 1208 (it was the very year in which King John lost Normandy), 
the fourth Scutage of his reign was assessed on the Tenants-ii^ 
capite of Shropshire. Mortimer's Barony was in this instance as- 
sessed as owing the service of five knights' -fees, and on that assess- 
ment was paid the proportionate scutage of ten merks.^^ 

The revolution which deprived Roger de Mortimer of his Nor- 
man Fief had among its indirect results the augmentation of his 
English estates. His wife Isabel was the daughter of Walcheline 
de Ferrars, Lord of Ferrieres in Normandy, also of Oakham (Rut- 
landshire) and Lechlade (Gloucestershire) in England. Walcheline 
de Ferrars left two sons, Henry and Hugh. On Henry, as the 
eldest, devolved the Norman Fief of Ferrieres, as well as the bulk 
of the English estates. To Hugh, the youngest, Walcheline gave 
Lechlade and Langeberge (Longborough) in Gloucestershire. The 
Lord of Ferrieres, on the .rupture between France and England, 
sided with Philip Augustus, and so lost his estates on this side the 
Channel. His brother Hugh^ Lord of Lechlade^ had good cause 
for a different choice. He had married Margaret de Say, in whose 
right he held the great Fief of Richard's Castle. This Hugh de 
Ferrars died, without issue, about the month of August, 1204. His 
elder Brother was excluded, as an Alien, firom all claim on his pa- 
ternal inheritance. No such disqualification attached to his Sister 
Isabel. Hence, about August, 1204, we find that '^ YsabeU de Mor- 
timer gives the King 300 merks and one Destrier to have seizin of 
the Manors of Lechelade and Langeberge, which were Hugh de 
Ferrars, her brother's, by gift of their Father, Wakeline, whose heir 
she asserts herself to be ; — so however as that she will stand to trial 
about the premises if any one shall choose to sue her for the same.'' 
King John ordered security to be taken for this Fine, and seizin to 
be given to Isabel. The Chattels on the lands were to be retained 
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for the King^ to whom Isabel had made over her interest therein.** 
On May 2, 1205, King John allows Ysabella de Mortimer some in- 
dulgence as to the time at which she was to pay her Fine for Lech- 
lade ;*^ and on May 25 he orders his Treasurer to allow ^.prmstitum 
or loan of 200 merks to the wife of Roger de Mortimer.*® The 
reason of all this appears in a third Writ of August 18, 1205, where 
it appears that the loan was required by Isabella for the " redemp- 
tion of her husband.'' *• A fourth Writ directed to the Sheriff of 
Shropshire orders him to allowlsabella to levy scutage on allKnights'- 
fees held in capite by her. husband^ such scutage being lent by the 
King for her husband's redemption.*® A fifth Writ, dated Dec. 28, 
1205^ would make it appear that the previous Loan had not yet 
been fiilly paid to Isabella, and that Mortimer was still a captive.^ 
The Wigmore Annalist enables us to explain these fiscal documents, 
whilst they in turn correct the marvellous misapplication of dates 
and persons under which that Writer gives the main circumstances 
of his story. Roger de Mortimer " being in Normandy to defend to 
the best of his power the rights of John, King of England, as was 
the custom of his Ancestors, was taken prisoner by the King of 
France in an engagement where the odds were a hundredfold against 
him." This story the Annalist tells of Ralph de Mortimer, second 
son of Roger, dating it in 1221, and yet in the time of King John 
who died in 1216.^ 

On June 12, 1207, we find Roger de Mortimer again in England, 
and apparently having custody of Knighton Castle, a trust which 
the King orders him to surrender to Robert de Sireford as Bailiff 
of Thomas de Erdinton, the newly appointed Castellan.** It was 
apparently in September, 1207, that Roger de Mortimer and Ysabella 
his wife gave the King a fine of 700 merks and seven Palfreys to 
have possession of the Rutlandshire Manor of Oakham.** The na- 
ture of Isabella's title to this estate has been already indicated. 
On November 27 the King extends the terms at which this Fine 
was primarily covenanted to be discharged.*^ A Roll of Shropshire 
Tenures, which I date in the year 1211, enters Roger de Mortimer 
as a Baron holding in capite of the King by service of five Knights.** 
This I take to be a general expression, indicating little more than 
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that Mortimer^s tenure was per Baroniam, Mortimer's service in 
the King^s army under any general summons may possibly have 
been that of five Knights, and the only Scutage ever assessed on 
Mortimer in Shropshire was on such a basis ; but I think that both 
the service of five knights and the said scutage were exacted firom 
him as a Baron of the Realm and in regard of his tenures in abro- 
gate, not with reference to his Shropshire Fief individually. In 
May 1213 we have Roger de Mortimer named as one of the twelve 
Barons who stood sponsors for the good faith of King John, then 
soliciting the return of Archbishop Langton to England.^^ It was 
apparently about this time that Mortimer and his wife proffered 
some enormous fine for the custody of the lands, and marriage of 
the heir, of William de Beauchamp of Elmley. On November 20, 
1213, the Barons of the Exchequer are ordered to respite some in- 
stalment of this Fine.^ Its amount may be gathered from the fact 
that in June 1214, £1011. thereof was still in arrear. The heir 
whose wardship Mortimer thus obtained is variously named "Wili- 
kin, or Walcheline, or Walter de Beauchamp, and he seems to have 
married a daughter of his Guardian. The last that I hear of Roger 
de Mortimer is his quittance in May 1214 of the scutage of Poitou, 
because his son was personally serving in that Province.^ It ap- 
pears that, finding his end approaching, he sent to King John (then 
in Poitou) and requested that Monarches assent to his wish of re- 
signing all his estates to the use of his Son. This assent seems to 
have been given, and Roger de Mortimer died on June 24, 1214, if 
we accept the day of his obit, as recorded by the Wigmore AnnaUst 
and at the same time correct by a year the date of 1215 furnished 
by the same authority. In harmony with this amended date we 
find that between June 26 and July 8, 1214, the Letters-Close of 
Peter, Bishop Winchester, then Viceroy of England, speak of Isa- 
bella de Mortimer as a Widow. These Letters, addressed to the 
Sheriffs of more than twenty Counties (Shropshire included), order 
that as soon as the said Isabella shall have been certified by the 
Barons of the Exchequer to have paid 500 merks of the £1011. 
which were in arrear of the Fine for Beauchamp's heir, then that 
those Sheriffs should put Isabella in seizin, both of her own inhe- 
ritance, her dower out of Mortimer's lands, and the whole of Beau- 
champ^s cstates.^^ There is a Letter of King John dated at La Ro- 
chellc, July 10, 1214, instructing his Viceroy as to certain steps to 
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be taken in respect of Mortimer's Fine and consequent custody of 
Beauchamp's estates. It is obvions from the terms of this Letter 
that the King had not heard of Mortimer's death ; at the same 
time the surveillance which the Viceroy is empowered to exercise 
is in perfect consistency with the idea that the King had been 
apprised of Mortimer's failing enei^es.^^ A second Letter of the 
King to his Viceroy, dated at St. Maixent on July 19> indicates 
that news of the Baron's death had reached the Court, and more- 
over that the King had completed an understanding with Mor- 
timer's Widow, whereby the latter was still to have custody of 
Beauchamp's heir.^^ About the same time but certainly before Au- 
gust 5, 1214 — 

Hugh ds Mortimer, son and heir of Roger, being in Poitou as 
I have said, proffered to the King a Fine of 500 merks that he might 
have all those lands and tenements ^' of which his Father had been 
seized on the day when he was first attacked with that sickness, 
under stress of which he had sent to the King, asking the King's 
assent to resign them to his Son." The King acquiesced. His Pre- 
cept to the Bishop of Winchester orders that, security being taken 
for the said Fine, Hugh shall have instant seizin of the aforesaid 
lands, and if the deceased '^ after the day specified had given or in 
any other way alienated ought, save only with his own body (in 
burial)," Hugh should have restitution thereof. ^^ A similar Precept 
to the Sheriff of Shropshire mentions Hugh's Proctor as the person 
to be put in seizin.** Writs of the Viceroy, dated August 5, 1214, 
intimate to the Sheriffs of Herefordshire and four other Counties 
that they are to give the seizin in question when they hear from the 
Sheriff of Shropshire that he has got the required security.*^ A 
King's Writ to the Viceroy, dated August 19, allows that all receipts 
from the lands of Mortimer and Beauchamp, which had accrued 
while the said lands had been in manu Regis, should be allowed 
in abatement of the Fines of Hugh and his Mother YsabeUa re- 
spectively.** 

Before I continue my account of Hugh de Mortimer, 1 should 
state that his Mother Isabella became the second wife of Peter fitz 
Herbert, whom, as well as her two sons, she survived. She enjoyed 
the Barony of Walcheline de Ferrars her Father for life, and en- 
deavoured to settle Lechlade on her Grandson Roger de Mortimer; 
but at her death, about 1252, the King seized on these estates, and 
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an attempt to establish an hereditary title for Boger de Mortimer 
in 1259 was abortive. Isabella it would seem was not the heir of 
Ferrars of Oakham^ and though she had been allowed to hold the 
Barony as the sole denizen representative of the family^ her tenure 
was not in fee, but only at will of the Crown. To the King then, 
. after her decease, these lands reverted as an Eschaeta de terris Ncr^ 
mamnoTumy^ 

Hugh de Mortimer, at the time of his Father's death, was 
serving King John in Poitou, but Hughes wife Annora was, at 
the same time, in one of the King's English Prisons. She was a 
daughter of that ill-fated House of Braose which afforded so many 
victims to the unrelenting hatred and cruelty of John Flantagenet. 
The King returned from Poitou in October, 1214, and being at 
Windsor on the 27th, ordered the liberation of this Lady, in de- 
ference to the prayer of Nicholas, the Papal Legate,*^® whom John, 
in his then state of disgrace and fear, was anxious to conciliate. 
For the remaining two years of John's life Hugh de Mortimer was 
one of his few steadfast adherents. On Feb. 16, 1215, the King 
allows him to take four hinds {bisaas) in Morf Forest, two for his 
own use and two for the use of his Mother.^^ On April 80 in the 
same year Hugh de Mortimer being with other Barons at Glou- 
cester, has a military summons to meet the King at Cirencester 
on May 4 following, and there expect his commands.^^ On May 
17th the King presents Mortimer and his associate Barons with 
a Destrier each, of those which the Sheriff of Gloucestershire had 
in keeping. The same day the King concedes to Mortimer the 
Gloucestershire Manors of Tetbury and Hampnett, which had been 
the marriage portion of his wife.^^ On August 19 the King ap- 
points him to the custody of Strattondale (Church Stretton) 
Castlc;^^ His alleged interest in Stottesden under a Royal Grant 
has been already spoken of.^ On May 26, 1216, he was appointed 
a Commissioner to make peace on the King's behalf with Reginald 
de Braose^ (his brother-in-law). On June 3, 1216, the King gives 
him seizin of certain fees which Saer Earl of Winchester (one of 
the twenty-five Magna-Charta Barons) held under McMrtimer.^ 
On August 8, 1216, he and three others are appointed Keepers of 
Elmley Castle and all other tenements and lands of Walter de 
Beauchamp, till the said Walter should have been to the Papal 
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Legate and obtained the benefit of absolution.^ On Sept. 13, 
1216, the defection of Thomas Mauduit resulted, as I have before 
said, in Mortimer's obtaimng possession of Castle Holgate. The 
latest Charter of King John which appears on the Rolls, bears date 
at Lincoln on September 28, 1216.^^ The attestation of Roger 
de Mortimer proves his fidelity to the King in the last extreme. 
Three weeks later, and the earthly career of John Plantagenet had 
closed. 

On January 27, 1217, the young King, Henry III, gives to Hugh 
de Mortimer, by Patent, the lands of all the King's enemies which 
were of Mortimer's Fee ; that is, the King empowered him to con- 
fiscate all the estates of his anti-royalist Tenants. 

In October, 1217, the first Scutage of King Henry III was 
about to be collected. The Sherifis of nine Counties were ordered 
to assist Isabel de Mortimer, and the Sherifis of seventeen Counties 
were ordered to assist Hugh de Mortimer in enforcing payment on 
their respective Tenants.^ The Sheriff of Shropshire had an order 
in each case, and probably by mistake ; for the point to be no- 
ticed is, that the said Sheriff, in his subsequent account of the 
money actually collected, makes no mention of Mortimer's Barony 
either as assessed or exempted.^^ During the troubled period 
which closed the reign of John and ushered in that of his infant 
son Henry, Lewellyn Prince of Wales had been consolidating his 
power. Among other acquisitions was Mortimer's territory of 
Melenyth. This Lewellyn surrendered to King Henry in May, 
1220, the date when he met the King in amicable conference at 
Shrewsbury. On the 19th King Henry, again at Westminster, 
orders Henry de Audley to give possession of Melenyth to Hugh 
de Mortimer.7® In February, 1221, Hugh de Mortimer served in 
person at the siege of Biham, and had the usual Letters empower- 
ing him to collect his own Scutage.*^ On May 31, 1223, the King 
gives him 20 merks towards strengthening Wigmore Castle.^* In 
August of the same year, the Scutage of Montgomery being in 
process of collection, eighteen Sheriffs (the Sheriff of Shropshire 
included) had orders to allow Hugh de Mortimer to collect his own 
ScutageJ^ As usual, the Sheriff of Shropshire neither enters any 
assessment or exemption of Mortimer's Barony.'^* In July, 1225, 
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I find Hugh de Mortimer suing Peter fitz Herbert and Isabella his 
wife (she was Mortimer's Mother) for lands in Langebei^h.^^ On 
March 23^ 1226^ the King grants to Hugh de Mortimer^ till the 
King should come of age^ the privil^e of holding an annual Fair 
at his Manor of Cleybiry^ the said Fair to last for three days^ viz. 
Sept. 13, 14, and 15.^^ Another Writ of July 5 changes these 
days to the 28th, 29th, and 30th of August,^? and a third Writ, 
dated August 24, 1227, substitutes the first-named days, but grants 
the Fair in perpetuity.'® Hugh de Mortimer died on the lOih 
of November, 1227, leaving no surviving issue. Consequently 
Ralph, his next Brother, was his Heir. But before I proceed with 
any account of the latter, I should notice a prominent feature in 
the history of these powerfiil and haughty Barons, viz. the extreme 
indifference with which they contracted debts with the Crown, the 
carelessness with which they treated them when contracted, and 
the apparent inability or unwillingness of the King to enforce pay- 
ment. At his death Hugh de Mortimer owed the King no less a 
sum than £1015. 2s. isd., besides a Destrier and two Hawks. Of this 
£511. 2^. 4J. had been an arrear of his Father's Fine for the ward- 
ship of Walter de Beauchamp, contracted at least fourteen years 
before. The balance was composed of debts contracted by Hugh 
himself, the principal one being his Fine of 500 merks for Livery, 
and on this debt, of thirteen years standing, he had never paid a 
single farthing. 

The wife of Hugh de Mortimer was Annora, daughter of Wil- 
liam and sister of Reginald de Braose. Her Father gave with her 
in marriage 100 solidates of land in Cherleton and Chiriton. She 
had no issue by Mortimer, and survived him some years. On 
September 28, 1232, Henry III confirms to her, as long as she 
shall live in seclusion {in reclusagio), her Father's grant, but directs 
an ultimate reversion thereof to the right heirs.^^ 

Ralph de Mortimer, on his succession, was accountable for all 
his father's debts. His own Livery, and Seizin of Wigmore Castle, j 

granted by the King on November 23, 1227,^ cost him, or rather \ 

increased his nominal liabilities by, £100. more.®^ But on July '8th, 
1229, the King, for his faithful service, pardoned more than half 
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of this cumulative debt. It waa now to stand at £500^ and to be 
paid off at the rate of £20. per armum.^^ .What service Ralph de 
Mortimer as a younger Son may have rendered to the Crown, I 
am unable to ascertain. Once, viz. in February, 1216, he seems 
to have been diplomatically employed by King John,^ but I find no 
other mention of his name till after his succession to the Barony. 
It must have been after his said succession that Ralph de Mortimer 
contracted a marriage which greatly augmented the subsequent 
pretensions of his House. Gladuse Duy, the daughter of Lewellyn 
the Oreat, by Joan, illegitimate daughter of King John, was the 
second but childless wife of Reginald de Braose, who died shortly 
before June 9, 1228.®* This Princess re-married to Ralph de Mor- 
timer obviously in or after 1228, and, as the Wigmore Annalist 
tells us, Lewellyn gave with her the lands of Kery and Kedewyn, 
On failure, at a subsequent period, of all other legitimate descen- 
dants of Lewellyn the Great, the Principality of North Wales was, 
not without reason, said to be in the representatives of Gladuse 
Day. . Here then was proper ftiel for the future ambition of the 
House of Mortimer. 

Of Ralph de Mortimer's debt of £500. to the Crown, I have not 
ascertained further than that it remained undiminished in 1231.^ 
It was ftirther increased by PrcestUa and Fines, which he seems to 
have treated with similar indifference. 

I now pass to the Aid collected in 1235-6 for the marriage of 
the King's Sister. Ralph de Mortimer's Shropshire Barony was 



« JEU>t. Fin, 12 Hen. Ill, m. 8 ; and 
13 Hen. Ill, m. 6. 

» BoL Patent, p. 166. 

^ Dugdale has given this date six years 
earlier, and I haye inadyertently foUowed 
him in the Table given above (p. 184). 
It is important to have ascertained the 
dates and relationships stated in the text 
for two reasons, one of which will here- 
after be noticed, the other I will now 
mention. The stoiy that Lewellyn hung 
William de Braose for adultery with Joan, 
Lewellyn*s wife, is told by more than one 
of the Chroniclers under the year 1230. 
As this William de Braose was son and 
heir of B^ginald named in the text and as 
Eeginald married the daughter of Joan 
herself^ the alleged crime of De Braose 
will at first sight seem to have been an 



incest of the most improbable character. 
We are accordingly surprised that the 
Chroniclers do not notice this feature of 
the case. However, on fuller examination, 
we find that Gladuse was not Mother of 
William de Braose, but his stop-mother. 
The alleged crime therefore, though not 
actual incest, was of so revolting a cha^ 
racter that it would account for the sum- 
mary vengeance taken by Lewellyn. How- 
ever, when one of the Chroniclers (Mat- 
thew Paris) teUs us that Joan was ex- 
ecuted also, and another that she survived 
till 1237, and was buried with circum- 
stances of honourable consideration, we 
may still be allowed to doubt a story 
which accuses the Frinoess of adultery 
with her daughter's Stepson. 
«* Rot, Pip. 15 Uen. Ill, Salop. 
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assessed under the name of the '* Honour of Clehiry" There is 
some confusion or inaccuracy in the Record, but there is every pro- 
bability that the " Honour*' was estimated at 124 knights'-fees, 
over and above another fee which properly belonged to the Ho- 
nour of Wigmore. It is moreover quite clear that Mortimer paid 
the first half of this assessment. He paid apparently the sum of 
13 merks 11^. 1^^.^ which was^ to a penny^ at the current rate of 
1 merk on each of 13i fees. Litfot, Seneschal of Cleobury, was 
the person who paid the money to the Collectors.'^ The other in- 
stalment of one merk per fee is charged in two items, amounting 
to 13 merks 12^. 10^., which is rather above the proper rate. This 
does not seem to have been paid at the time ; and £2. Q». 6\d. is 
entered as an arrear thereof still due in 1248,^^ the year after 
Ralph de Mortimer's death. MeanwhUe, that is about the year 
1240, we have three distinct lists of the Shropshire Barony of 
Ralph de Mortimer, viz. of the Knights'-fees which composed it.^ 
Two of these Lists agree with each other except in some scribal 
particulars, and estimate the Barony of Ralph de Mortimer as con- 
taining 104 Knights' -fees. The third List enumerates not only 
the same 10^ Fees, but adds thereto 7\ and | fees, some of them 
in Herefordshire, but more in Shropshire. The total which should, 
according to the items, amount to 18^ and -i fees, is increased in 
the Record by half a fee more. The details of these Lists belong 
properly to the specific Manors enumerated. Here I need only 
observe that Cleobury is given at the head of each list as held by 
Ralph de Mortimer himself by one Knight's-Fee. In this year 
(1240) the Justices-in-Eyre being at Shrewsbury, Ralph de Mor- 
timer compounded for some trespass by a Fine of 20 merks, half of 
which was paid at once.®' 

Ralph de Mortimer died August 6, 1246, leaving by his wife 
Gladuse, who survived him, a son and heir Roger, with other issue. 
On December 11, 1246, the King directs that the Executors of the 
Will of Ralph de Mortimer shall pay his debts to the Crown at 
four diflPerent terms, the first of which was to be Easter, 1247. The 
said debts amounted to 425 merks,*^ showing that Mortimer in his 
lifetime had done little to diminish his liabilities. 

Roger de Mortimer, at his Father's death, cannot have been 
much more than seventeen years of age. The public Records do 
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not inform us of this nonage, but treat his Livery, granted on Fe- 
bruary 26, 1247, as in the ordinary course. That he was however 
for six months a ward of the Crown appears indirectly in this way. — 
The King's Officers had sown and tilJed his lands, and when his 
Livery was allowed, it was stipulated that he should repay the cost 
of these operations. His Fine for Livery, 2000 merks, may further 
be taken to be not a mere Fine on succession, but a purchase of the 
King's remaining right of wardship. The Dower of Gladuse, his 
Mother, was reserved to her by a special provision in the King's 
Writ.'^^ One portion of those Wigmore Annals, which I have so 
ofken quoted, was written during the life of this Roger de Mortimer, 
probably about the year 1266. The Writer, be it observed, becomes 
more accurate as he speaks from his own recollections, for he not 
only mentions the minority of Roger de Mortimer and the King's 
temporary custody of his lands, but he intimates that fifteen years 
intervened between the date of Roger's Livery and the evident ap- 
proaches of civil war.*2 The calculation will be found true to a 
nicety. 

Returning to earlier events we find that about the time when he 
came into possession of his estates, but more certainly before the 
end of the year 1247,^ Roger de Mortimer took to wife Matilda, 
the eldest daughter and Coheir of that William de Braose, whom 
Lewellyn had put to death in 1230. This Lady brought with her 
not only a third of the Honour of Braose of Brecknock, but also 
her proportionate share in the Honour of the Earls Marshall, of 
the last of whom her Mother Eva was a Sister and Coheir .•* Mor- 
timer thus acquired the Lordship of Radnor, as well as large 
estates in Carmarthenshire, and elsewhere in England, Wales, and 
Ireland. At this point the History of the House of Mortimer 
passes from the scope of a merely provincial Record, and becomes 
a feature in the Annals of a nation. My business therefore is to 
add to greater accounts such local illustrations as will best befit my 
limits. 

In the year 1255, the Inquest of Tenures in Stottesden Hundred 
describes the status of Cleobury Mortimer with little indication of 
those peculiar privileges which were afterwards obtained or claimed 
for the lands of Mortimer. — " Roger de Mortimer was Lord of the 
Vill, and held it in capite of the King. It contained five hides, 
which were geldable ; it did suit to the Hundred, paid hydage, and 
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paid yearly to the Sheriff 20d. for Stretward and 40rf. for Motfee*"^ 
The extent here given of Cleobury is one hide greater than the 
Domesday estimate; but whereas Cleobury now included Earb 
Ditton, Mawlcy, and two other estates,^® collectively measuring 2\ 
hides at Domesday, the change of arrangement was^ as usual in such 
cases, to the advantage of the Lord of the Pee and the injury of 
the Crown. Cleobury should in short have been reckoned, in 1255, 
to contain at least 6^ hides, and paid higher sums for Stretward, 
etc. ; but it is no presumption to say that the fiscal officers of the 
thirteenth Century had less comparative knowledge of Domesday 
than may be acquired in the nineteenth by any diligent Antiquary. 
In May and July, 1256, I find the King ordering an Inquest to be 
taken concerning a right of common pasture in Hundesnene, which 
seems to have been in dispute between the Queen^s Bailiffs on the 
one part, and Roger de Mortimer and his men of Cleobury on the 
other .*^ On January 18, 1257, Roger de Mortimer has letters of 
protection while employed in the King's service in Wales.^ On 
April 30, 1258, the King promises large pecuniary aid to enable 
Mortimer to maintain his Welsh warfare.^® On Feb. 27, 1259, the 
Coheiresses of William de Braose having come to an agreement as 
to their shares in his inheritance, Giles de Erdinton has orders to 
assign to Matilda, wife of Roger de Mortimer, her esnecy, or elder 
sister's share, viz. 100 solidates of such lands as lay nearest to the 
previous possessions of Roger and Matilda.^ On June 11, of the 
same year, Mortimer is appointed one of the Commissioners to de- 
mand satisfaction from Lewellyn ap Grifiyth, for breaches of truce, 
with power to prolong the truce and to treat of peace.^® On June 
25, the Commissioners concluded on a year's truce, at Montgomery .•• 
A Patent of May 8, 1260, enables Mortimer to levy Customs for 
seven years ensuing towards the fortifications of Knighton Castle;^ 
another, of May 18, appoints John de Lingen, a commissioner, to 
obtain satisfaction from Lewellyn for injuries done to Prince Ed- 
ward, to Roger dc Mortimer, and to the Earl of Gloucester.^ An 
entry on the Shropshire Pipe-Roll of 1260 shows that the King 
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had been for thirteen years paying an annuity of 330 merks to 
Simon de Montfort and Eleanor his wife^ the King^s Sister^ in re- 
spect of the dower to which the said Eleanor was entitled out of the 
Irish estates of her first husband^ William^ Earl Marshall. Mor- 
timer was now charged in turn for his wife^s proportion of this, as 
advanced by the King. His debt being at the rate of 26 merks^ 
Ss. lO^d. per annum, had now accumulated to 34!6 merks^ Ss. lO^d, 
on this item of account. On July 17, 1260, Mortimer arrived in 
London to attend a Great Council to which he had been summoned. 
That day the Welsh took Builth Castle, of which Mortimer had the 
custody on behalf of Prince Edward. The news reached London 
on the 20th. The King and Prince issued a Writ acquitting Mor- 
timer of all blame ; but afterwards Prince Edward seems to have 
retracted that admission.^ In August following Mortimer was again 
named on a commission to treat with Lewellyn,^ but a Truce con- 
cluded on the 22nd has not his name attached. In June, 1262, 
Lewellyn had complained to the King of breaches of Truce com- 
mitted by Roger de Mortimer and John le Strange, and the King 
appointed Commissioners to discuss and arbitrate the matter.^ In 
December of that year, LeweUyn besieged and took Mortimer's 
Castle of Knoklas, and another Castle, Kenenchles, was surrendered. 
The Marches were in a fearfully disturbed state. The Wigmore 
Annalist attributes the loss of Mortimer's Castles to the treachery 
of his men ; but the cotemporary Bishop of Hereford writing to 
tell the King, just returned to England, of the state of the Marches, 
describes Mortimer as himself surrendering Kenenchles^ and march- 
ing out with all his people, unresisting and uninjured. The Bishop 
did not mean to impugn the fidelity of the King's Lieges, but he 
represents that the local panic was increased by a general impres- 
sion that the whole disaster was the result of fraud and evil machi- 
nations.^ The subsequent career of Mortimer belies any suspicion 
or insinuation which ever questioned his loyalty. On the 18th 
of February, 1263, he, with Brian de Brompton, John de Lingen, 
Matthew de Gamages, Ralph de Araz, and Robert Corbet, have the 
King's Letters of Protection till June 24 following, and whilst the 
war should last with Wales.® On November 13, the King promises 
to provide for Edmund, Son of Roger de Mortimer, Clerk, some 
competent Benefice, as soon as opportunity shall oflFer.® Hence we 
learn that the eventual heir of Wigmore was originally destined to 

* FoBdera, I, 398. I ** Ibtdera, I, 420,423. 
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the Church. On Nov. 23, the former Letters of Protection are re- 
newed for Roger de Mortimer and his Knights.^ On Dec. 18, the 
King grants to Mortimer and his heirs an annuity of £100, till 
such time as he should give them 100 Librates of land.^ In De- 
cember, 1263, Mortimer and Prince Edward were on the King's 
side as against the Barons, when both parties agreed to defer to the 
arbitration of St. Louis, King of France.^ On Dec. 24, 1263, Jan. 
20, and Feb. 7, 1264, Mortimer is put on different commissions to 
treat of peace with Lewellyn, and as Keeper of the Peace in Shrop- 
shire.® On April 6th, when the King won a signal success at North* 
ampton, Mortimer was one of th^ leaders of his army, according to 
Matthew Pansys Continuator ; whilst another Chronicle assigns to 
Mortimer the chief credit in the affair.^ From the less fortunate 
field of Lewes, on May 14 following, Mortimer seems to have been 
absent. The King's captivity, instead of awing the Barons of the 
West, seems to have associated them in an indissoluble league 
against Montfort. Roger de Mortimer, Roger de Clifford, James 
de Audley, Roger de Leyburn, and Hugh de Turbervile, are the 
chief names in this noble alliance. Montfort soon attacked them, 
but the result is the subject of several very discordant accounts. 
One Writer describes Montfort as ravaging Mortimer's lands, and 
then concluding a peace at Montgomery with the Lords Marchers, 
who gave hostages to Montfort. Another represents Mortimer and 
his associates as throwing down their arms, surrendering their 
Castles, and being condemned by sentence of their Peers to various 
terms of expatriation in Ireland. Another says, that they lingered 
on the Sea-coast, or among the Welsh mountains, awaiting the 
turn of events ; a fourth, that they took refuge in the Welsh Castles 
of Prince Edward, and lived by plundering the natives. The Patent- 
Rolls exhibit another phase of the story. On June 4, 1264, one of 
the forged Patents of the period invites Roger de Mortimer to at- 
tend a Council at London, and bring with him the Prisoners he had 
taken at Northampton, five of whom are named. Between this 
time and the 24th of April, 1265, 1 find Roger de Mortimer's name 
figuring in at least sixteen Pseudo-Patents, which variously exhort 
or command him to come to the King under safe-conduct, and 
render and receive what is just ; — to come to the King with his Pri- 
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soners; — to give up the Castles which he held in trust for the King; — 
to come with horses and arms to assist the King against Foreigners^ 
who are threatening an invasion of England ; — to take himself and 
his family to Ireland for the peace of the realm. What Mortimer 
was actually doing or suffering during this period, neither Patent 
nor Chronicle has specifically declared. What he was planning be- 
came sufficiently apparent on the evening of the 30th of May, when 
by his chivalrous contrivance, Prince Edward bade adieu to his 
Gaolers on the Plain of Widmarsh, and supped with Mortimer in 
Wigmore Castle. 

I pass over the stirring but well-known incidents of the next two 
months till, on the 4th of August, three Leaders expected the march 
of Montfort on the field of Evesham. They were to all appearance^ 
and as regarded age and experience, no match for the craftiest poli- 
tician^ and perhaps the ablest General of the day. Edward Plan- 
tagenet had lately completed his thirty-sixth year, Roger de Mor- 
timer was probably a year younger, Gilbert de Clare,. Earl of Glou- 
cester, was not yet twenty-seven. Compare these three Confederates 
in other respects, and the contrast will be not unfavourable to Mor- 
timer. Edward, though the heir of his Father's throne, had at one 
time been a partisan of the Barons, and so an instrument of his 
Father's difficulties. Since then Edward had fought at Lewes, but 
by his indiscretion had lost the day. Had it not been for the 
knight-errantry of Mortimer, Edward had still been the Prisoner 
of Montfort. As to De Clare, he too had fought at Lewes, but 
against the Crown, and his recent conversion to Loyalty had much 
in it of a selfish manoeuvre. The man who stood on the field of 
Evesham conspicuous for valour, conduct, and patient consistency, 
was Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore. After the victory of that 
day, no privilege, reward, or honour was too great for Mortimer to 
ask, or the King to grant. It would be vain to attempt an enume- 
ration of particulars, and a local matter shall have our first atten- 
tion. I have before given the substance of a Charter which Mor- 
timer obtained at Kenilworth on November 9, 1266.^^ This Charter 
ostensibly made Cleobury and Chelmarsh a single Manor, which, 
wUh its members^ was henceforth to be independent of all svits to 
County or Hundred, was in fact to be a Hundred in itself. On the 
strength of this^ Mortimer professed to consider not less than twenty 
Manors to be members of Cleobury and Chelmarsh, and consoli- 
dating them all into one Franchise, he set up his central Court at 

^ Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 40, 206, 207. 
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Cleobury. By this process the King's Hundred of Stottesden lost 
the suit not only of Cleobury and Chelmarsh^ but of Kinlet^ Higl^, 
Catsley, Neen Savage^ The Low, Eudon George, Sidbury, Neenton, 
Overton, Burwarton, Mawley, Stepple, and part of Charlcott; 
Corley, Hints, and Hope Baggot were taken from the Hundred of 
Overs ; Ashford Jones, Huntington, and Sheet, from the Hundred 
of Munslow and Shipley and Budge, from the King's Liberty of 
Claverley.^^ Other advantages taken by Mortimer under his Kenil- 
worth Charter shall be spoken of hereafter. On February 11, 1270, 
Mortimer was of the King's Council at Westminster, when a cu- 
rious plan was discussed and adopted for improving the Sheriffs' 
annual accounts, commonly known as the Pipe-RoUsP On Au- 
gust 2, Prince Edward, about to leave England for Palestine, names 
Mortimer as one of the Trustees who were to have chai^ of his 
estates.^^ It was during the absence of Prince Edward, and after 
King Henry's death, that Ralph, son .and heir-apparent of Roger 
de Mortimer, was appointed to the Shrievalty of Shropshire and 
Staffordshire. This office he held from January 23, 1273, till 
Michaelmas of the same year, when Robert de Trillek, his Under- 
Sheriff, accounted on his behalf at the Exchequer.^^ At Michaelmas, 

1274, no Sheriff appeared for these Counties ; but at Michaelmas, 

1275, Ralph de Mortimer was deceased, and another Sheriff (Bogo 
de Knovill) accounted for the year then ended; also Robert de 
Trillek accounted for the year omitted, on behalf of Ralph de 
Mortimer deceased.^^ The Wigmore Annalist mentions Ralph de 
Mortimer as a Knight, and as dying in his Father's lifetime. He 
can hardly have been more than twenty-six years of age, but the 
mode of his death has stiU to be ascertained. 

In November, 1274, the Jurors of Stottesden and other Hundreds 
made various presentments as to the mode in which Roger de 
Mortimer had been, since the siege of Kenilworth, attracting the 
mits of the various Manors before enumerated to his Court of 
Cleobury. Moreover it was shown how his Bailiffi held a great 
Toum before the Sheriff held his Toum ; how also they decided 
Pleas of land with or without a King's Writ, as it happened. 
They distrained Tenants of an acre of land without a house to 
attend their great TourUy like other free Tenants. Moreover Sir 
Roger de Mortimer claimed to have extract and return of all Writs, 
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and to hold Fleas of forbidden distress in his Court of Cleobury. 
He had a Gallows there and other Royal Franchises^ and he held 
pleas as to the assize of bread and beer.^^ There is an undated and 
nearly illegible Inquisition^ which about this time reported on these 
and other disturbances of the Shropshire Hundreds. It estimates 
the yearly damage to the Crown which resulted from each with- 
drawal of Suit, I make out that 6s, Sd. was the value of the two 
appearances, which Cleobury Mortimer had ceased to make at the 
Sheriff's Taum in Stottesden Hundred.^^ 

Roger de Mortimer, in 1277, when the King's army was to mus- 
ter at Worcester against Lewellyn on July 1, made a statement of 
the Knights' service due from his Western Barony. His return is 
very illustratiye of a question already discussed. He acknowledged 
himself to owe the service of six Knights, viz. 3 for Wigmore, 2 for 
Elveyn, and 1 for the heritage of William de Braose;^^ nothing, 
be it observed, for his Honour of Cleobury. 

Passing over events of greater or less notoriety, I come to the 
death of Roger de Mortimer, which seems to have taken place at 
Kingsland (Herefordshire), on October 27, 1282. No Inquisition 
after his decease seems to have been taken as to his Shropshire es- 
tates. His wife Matilda survived him nineteen years. Edmund, 
as the Survivor of Ralph his elder brother, was Roger's next heir.^' 
He was now 27 years of age or thereabouts, and doing his homage 
had Livery of his lands on Nov. 24, 1282.^ According to the Wig- 
more Annalist he was taken to Court, knighted by King Edward, and 
afterwards espoused to a kinswoman of the Queen, — ^a Spanish Lady 
named Margaret de Fendles, if we accept the orthography of the 
same Writer. It may be a question as to what order of time these 
events occurred in. At the time of his Father's death Edmund de 
Mortimer was not only already knighted, but an active participator 
in King Edward's invasion of Wales. In the same year the King 
had entrusted him with the custody of the Castles of Oswestry and 
Arundel. When, on December 11, 1282, Lewellyn fell at Builth, 
Edmund de Mortimer was in command of the detachment by whose 
instrumentality that tragedy was consummated. His eldest son 
Roger was bom either on April 25 or May 3, 1286 or 1287 (for the 
Inquisitions which state his age vary), and so his Father's marriage 



i< Sot. Hundred. II, 106. 

^ Inquuitiones incerU temparis (Calen- 
dar I, p. 42, No. 25). The Calendar attri- 
butes the Inquest to the time of Henry III, 



but I think it later. 

^ ParUametUary WriU, I, 205. 
w Inquigitwfu, 11 Edw. I, No. 28. 
» Mot. mtiumy 11 Edw. I, m. 26. 



224 



CLEOBtJRY MORTIMER. 



may very possibly have been subsequent to the death of his Grand- 
father. 

Edmund de Mortimer's numerous summonses and public em- 
ployments I must leave to other Records.*^ I have before shown 
how in 1292 he was sued under Writs of Quo Waranto for the 
various Franchises arrogated by his Father.** Besides Shipley and 
Rudge already mentioned^ he claimed to have wayfviSiA to hold pleas 
of the Crown in Coreley, Hints^ Hope Baggot^ Ashford (Jones), Hun- 
tinton, Sheet, and Shineton, alleging them to be members of Cleo- 
bury. As to Overton and more than twenty Manors in the South- 
west of Shropshire, they were named in the Writ of Q^o Waranto, 
but no pleadings followed in regard to them. The King's Attorney 
denied Shipley and Rudge to be members of Cleobury, and the re- 
sultof that issue I have already given. As to the Manors in general, 
the same Attorney pleaded that the privileges claimed were essen- 
tially a part of the Crown, by which the King was a King,** and 
without a specific grant of the King, they could not be separated 
from the Crown. The question as a whole was adjourned thrice ; 
the third time to be heard before the King himself, whenever he 
should be in England.** 

Another Writ of Quo Waranto prosecuted Edmund de Morti- 
mer for withdrawing the SiAts of most of the Manors before enu- 
merated,** fix)m the Himdreds of Stottesden, Munslow, and Overs. 
Mortimer appealed as before to King Henry's Charter in respect 
of Cleobury and Chelmarsh, alleging all the other places to be 
members of Cleobury. Hugh de Louther answered that the King's 
Charter only purported to extend to what Mortimer's Father held 
in demesne, and instanced several Manors, neither so held by Roger 
at the time, nor by Edmund now. The cause was adjourned, and I 
lose the issue.** 

There is some doubt about the exact time and place of Edmund 
de Mortimer's death. Dugdale altogether misunderstood the Wig- 
more Annalist in saying, that it was in consequence of '^ mortal 
wounds received in battle at Buelt." It was Lewellyn's death that 
the Annalist thus alluded to. What the said Annalist says of 



** See Parliamentary WiiUy Vol. T, pp. 
748, 749. 

» Supra, Vol. Ill, 207. 

^ Faciuwt quandam coronam integramy 
per quam quit est Sex. 

5* Plae. de Quo Waranto, p. 676. 



* Supra, p. 222. Overton, Mawlcy, Step- 
plo, and Charlcott are omitted from the 
enumeration. Emwood is added, so are 
Hampton and Sutton (members of Chel- 
marsh). 

« Plac. de Quo Waranto, p. 677. 
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Mortimer'B death is that it took place in Wigmore Castle on July 
26^ 1304. The day named is certainly erroneous^ perhaps also the 
place. The King^s writ of Diem clauait eoftremum, on the death of 
Edmund de Mortimer^ bears date at Stirling^ on July 25^ 1304. 
Either then Mortimer died in Scotland (and he certainly had sum- 
mons to attend the King's northern expedition in person) or else 
he died some days before July 25^ in England. The Inquests 
after his death were various. The one which sat at Cleobury 
Mortimer^ on August 21^ made that statement about his Tenure by 
Seneschaley, which I have so fully weighed already. The age of his 
son and heir was 16^ years according to the Wigmore Annalist, 
18^ according to one Inquest, and 17i according to three. The 
two most authoritative Inquests fiirther agree in naming April 25 
as his birthday, in opposition to May 3.^^ 

RooER DB Mortimer, who now succeeded as Baron of Wig- 
more, seems to have inherited and combined the worst qualities of 
the three races whose blood mingled in his veins, — ^the Norman, the 
Castilian, and the Cambro-Briton. His career, having been a mix- 
ture of violence and ambition, of pride and folly, of intrigue and 
treachery, ended on a scaffold. His great power on the Borders had 
suggested his elevation to a new title, — the Earldom of March, a 
dignity which, being forfeited by his Attainder, was not restored to 
his Son^ but reappeared in four subsequent generations of his male 
line. His descendants and lineal representatives in the seventh 
generation were two sceptred Kings.^® Of the many great names 
which are now merged in the Boyalty of England, that of Morti- 
mer, if it be far less than the brightest jewel of the Crown, must 
always be associated with great reminiscences, must ever point to 
the wisest morals which the Rulers of mankind can contemplate. 

Of the Undbr-Tenants in a Manor of Mortimer's demesne we 
can expect to hear but little. Most of them were probably Copy- 
holders, and their affairs usually settled by the local Court. Two 
Yinea in 1240 and 1256 are legal memoranda which I find in excep- 
tion to the general rule, and they, speaking indistinctively of small 
tenements in Cleyburi, may very possibly belong to Cleobury North. 
I give them in a note.** 



V Inqminiions, 32 £dw. I, Ko. 63. 

^ Edward IV and Biohard III. 

» Nov. 12, 1240. Fine between John 
dft Molleug, plaintiff, and William de 
Wbfiybull, Tenant, of 1 acre, whereof was 



(UfUe of tnort SancetWe, John oonoedee 
it to William,— to hold of John at 12i. 
rent. 

Jan. 27, 1256. Fine between William 
son of Adam Faber, plaintiff, and David 
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Among the Jurors who^ at the Assizes of 1272, represented the 
Franchise of Cleobury, I notice Auger de la More, Thomas de 
Northgrave, John le Clerk, and Richard de Sutton, but there is no 
certainty that their Freeholds were in Cleobury Mortimer itself. 
A Fine of April, 1285, more surely belongs to Cleobury Mortimer. 
Thereby Robert de le Holte and Alice his wife quit-claim to Ed- 
mund de Mortimer tkeir right to a messuage, a yirgate, and 3 acres 
of Bosc in Clebury, for which Mortimer gives 100s, 

In November, 1305, Roger, son of John Aunger, Plaintiff in a 
Pine, conveys to Walter, son of Elyas de Tyllshope, and to Juliana, 
Walter's wife, a messuage and 10 acres in Cleobury Mortimer, which 
premises they in turn settle on Roger and his heirs, with remainder 
to Agnes, Roger's sister, and her heirs of her body, with further 
remainder to the right heirs of Roger. 

WioMORE Abbey Feb. An estate in and about Cleobury Morti- 
mer was sometime acquired by Wigmore Abbey. In 1534 the 
Rents and Ferms of Cleobury-Mortymer, Neen-Monell, and More- 
hall, were returned by the Abbey as £11. 17*. 2d. less a chief-rent 
of 9d,, payable to the Crown for such portion of the estate as lay in 
Cleobury-Mortymer.'^^ In 1589-40 the Minister's Accounts give 
the late Monastery's rents and ferms in Cleobury-Mortymer, etc. 
as £11. 13*. 2(2., the Perquisites of the Abbot's Court there as^l.^^ 



THE CHTJROH OF CLEOBURT MORTIMER 

The Priest spoken of as resident here at the time of the Domesday 
Survey implies, I think, a pre-existent Church, perhaps the founda- 
tion of Queen Edith herself. In 1179, when Hugh de Mortimer 
effectually founded his Abbey of Wigmore, he is stated to have 
given among its endowments the Church of Cleobury .^^ Before 
the close of the twelfth century we have another positive mention of 
the Church of Cleobury. A son of Sir Roger de Mortimer and of 
the Lady Isabel de Ferrers, which hardly survived its birth, is stated 
to have been buried here. The Canons of Wigmore were careM to 
I'ecord the circumstance, because the sorrows of the Mother, blended 



le Yenur, and Hawisehis wife. Tenants, of 
half a virgate in Clejburi. William re- 
mitB aU claim to the Tenants and their 
heirs. They, at William's request, concede 
half the premises to Bichard fitz GreoffVej 
of Pecheleg, to hold under themselves, 
etc. — I should observe, with respect to a 



name in the last Fine, that one GteoSrey le 
y enour was Seneschal of Cleobuiy Morti* 
mer in 1273 (supra. Vol. I, p. 226). 

» Valor JEccUsiasticus, III, 202, 

» MonaHicon, YI, 358. 

3* Monasiieon, YI, 849, a. 
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with a grateful sense of her own recovery from great suffering and 
danger^ resulted in a noble donation to their House.^ In 1291 the 
Church of Clebury Mortymer, in the Deanery of Burford, is set 
down as the Abbot of Wygmore's and valued at £10. per ammm. 
The Vicar's |>or^t(»i therein was less than £4.** 

In 1341 the TcLxation of this Church is set down as £10.^ the Vi- 
car's portion being evidently omitted. The Parish was assessed at 
£6. \Zs. 44. to the Ninth, but the reasons given for the deduction 
seem to be inaccurately worded, and make the whole entry unintel- 
ligible. The Abbot of Wigmore is however styled Rector of the 
Church, and his glebe yielded 40^. of annual rent. The Offerings, 
which belonged to the Vicarage, with the small tithes and other 
incidental income {advencionibus) , are apparently valued at £6.^^ 

The Valor of 1534-5 names William Bradok as Vicar of Cly- 
berye Mortymer. His income from certain tithes of grain was 16^., 
from small tithes £12. 2^. 6d. The total of £12. I8s. 6d. was chai^- 
able with 7s. Sd, for Archdeacon's Procurations and Synodals. 
There was also a Chantry in the Church, of which Edward Troye 
was Priest. Its income in lands and tenements, acquired by Royal 
license, was £4. 6*. 9d.^ The Abbot of Wigmore's cotemporary 
return gives his Tithes of hay and com arising from Cleobury Mor- 
timer, Neen Monell, and Morehall, as £16. 16«.'^ The Minister's 
Accounts in 1539-40 give the same tithes as £17.^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS .» 

John Scheremon, of Ludlow, Priest, was instituted 20 Jan., 
1321, on presentation of the Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. 

RiCHARB occurs as Vicar here in 1348. 

Sir William db Curdewall, or Gurdewall, Priest, was pre- 
sented on 13 October, 1349. On his resignation, viz, on 28 May, 
1362,— 

RooER May, Priest, was instituted. — Same Patrons. — On 7 Jan., 
1367, this Incumbent exchanged with — 

William Hunte, late Rector of Whitynton (Wygom : Dioc :). 
On Dec. 18, 1371, Hunte exchanges preferments with — 

Alan de la Vise, late Rector of Byllesly (Wygom : Dioc :) .^ 

» Monastieon, Yl, 348, a. 1 ^7 yalor EcolenatHeuSy III, 203. 



•* Pope Nieh. Taxation^ pp. 165, 176. 

^ Inquis. Nonarum, p. 188. 

^ Valor Ecelenatticus, III, 214. 



» Monawticon, VI, 355. 

30 From Blakeway'B MSS. 

^ Dugdale (History of Warwickehire, 
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Sir Hugh Chbtnt^ Cha]^aiii^ was instituted 18 Aprils 1899, on 
presentation of tbe Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. 



FEBPBTUAL CRASTBY OF ST. ]!7IGH0LAa« 

This was founded by Roger, son of Edmund de Mortimer; — that 
Roger, I presume, who died in 1860, as Earl of March. 

Sib William, Vicar of Cleobury Mortimer, resigned this Chan- 
try in 1859, when, on August 8, — 

Sir Stephen de Derlyng, Chaplain, was instituted on presenta- 
tion of Roger de Mortimer, Earl of March. 

Walter be Mallor, Priest, was instituted Jan. 19^ 1862, on 
presentation of Johanna, Countess of March.^ 

Sir William Breylz, Chaplain, was instituted Aug. 16, 1873. 

Sir John Spechesley, Chaplain, was instituted Oct. 81, 1875, 
on presentation of Philippa, Countess of March. 

William Thorlwynde resigned this Chantry in 1387, when, on 
Nov. 28,— 

Griffin Waterden, Chaplain, was instituted on presentation of 
the King. This Incumbent died in 1412. 



f^dMt^. 



Domesday, after describing Ralph de Mortemer's Manor of Cleo- 
bury, as held of the King, adds as follows : — 

''The same Ralph holds Melela (a Manor) of i hide, and Lei 
(a Manor) of i virgate, and Fech (a Manor) of i yirgate of land. 
These were three Manors, and were geldable. Three Thanes held 
them (in Saxon times) and were free men. When Turstin de Wige- 
more received them from Earl William he joined them to the supe- 
rior (or above-named) Manor of Cleberie, and both then and now 



p. 719) mentions William le Hunt, Yicar 
of CUobmy Morteyn (Heraf : Dioo :), as In- 
cumbent of BiUealey (Warwiduhire) be- 
tween 1861 and 1892, and after an ex- 
change with Alan de Yyse, Priest. 



^ From B]akeway*8 MSS. 

^ There must be some enor here. The 
Countess Joan died in 13&6. Philippa 
was the name of the Dowager Countess of 
1362. 
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they were and are valued therein/'^ Conaequentiiy Domesday gives 
OS no separate valuation of Melela^ Lel^ and Fech^ their value being 
obviously included in the £12 which was the annual Income from 
Cleobury. The other allusions of Domesday I have before explained, 
viz. how William fitz Osbom, Earl of Hereford, was the first Lord 
of Cleobury and Mawley after the Conquest, how he enfeoffed Tur- 
stin de Wigmore therein, and how the latter was removed when the 
King bestowed the Seigneury of the whole estate on Ralph de Mor- 
timer. As to Lei and Fech, no viUs or hamlets adjacent to Cleobury 
can now be found to correspond with such names; but I think it 
very probable that the two vii^ates thus called are now involved in 
the East Foreign, or the West Foreign, Liberties of Cleobury. It is 
farther possible that the name Fech was entered in Domesday 
improperly as that of a place. A Saxon named Fech had held a 
virgate in Barbingi (Baveney) in Saxon times, and still retained it at 
Domesday^ and this vii^te had apparently been sometime associ- 
ated with Cleobury. I am not suggesting that this vii^te was 
identical with the one called Fech m Domesday, only that the latter 
was inaccurately used as the name of a place or district, being reaUy 
the name of a person. Under such circumstances it is no wonder 
that Fech, as a locality, cannot now be identified. 

Melela, the remaining Mai^or, is unquestionably Mawley, and of 
that I proceed to speak. It was not, like Cleobury, held by the 
Mortimers in demesne ; — but the name of their Feoffee very seldom 
occurs. In or about 1240 the said Feoffee was John de Melleleg, 
holding it of the Barons Mortimer, by service of one-fourth part of 
a knighf s-fee. The Hundred-BoU of 1255, treating, as I have 
shown, the Manor of Cleobury in a comprehensive way, makes no 
distinct mention of it» various members, and consequently does not 
tell us who then held Mawley. I find, however, one John de Mal- 
leye aa a Juror for the Liberty of Cleobury at the Assizes of 1272, 
and also as attesting a guit^claim to Sir Boger de Mortimer about 
1275. Further, the Inquest on the death of Edmund de Mortimer, 
in 1804, mentions his Tenant of one-fourth of a fee in Mauleye, the 
name of the said Tenant being apparently John.^ In subsequent 
Feodaries the Knight's service due on Mawley is variously stated 
as* 1 fee, } fee, and \ fee. 

i>i}omM(2ay,fo8.260,a»l,and257,a,l. | * JM^nwr^iow, S2 £dw. I, No. 63, b. 
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It maybe safely asserted^ as a general rule^ that among our local 
and provincial names we shall find traces of the oldest language in 
the names of streams and rivers. It is Airther probable that the 
names of very many streams and rivera meant simply Stream or 
River in the language to which they originally belonged.^ Thus the 
original meaning of the word Neen is said to be a Stream/ and ac- 
cordingly we find two places in Shropshire so named to be situated 
upon streams. Besides this we hear that the River Bea was occa- 
sionally called The Neen; — and it is no wonder that the names 
were interchanged^ for Ilea itself means simply River. 

Nene at the time of Domesday was the name of two Manors or 
else of a divided Manor; being held by two several Feoflees of Ralph 
de Mortemer, who held the whole of the King. — Of the first of these, 
the Record says — " The same Ralph (de Mortemer) holds Nene, and 
Richard (holds it) of him. Uluric held it (in Saxon times) and was 
a free man. Here is one-hide-and-a-half geldable. The (arable) 
land is (sufficient) for three ox-teams and a half. Here are i Serf 
and I Villain, with half a team. In King Edward's time the Manor 
was worth 15*. {per annum) ; afterwards it was worth 3*. ; now it is 
similarlv worth Ss"^ 

Richard, Mortimer's Tenant in many Shropshire and Hereford- 
shire Manors, held among others those of Kinlet and Brompton 
(afiterwards Brompton Brian). We might be inclined to assume 
that the Bromptons, who subsequently held those two distant 



^ The name i\r»20 is a notorious instaiioe 
of this, its original meaning bemg Eiyer. 

' JS^an, a brook, is one of the asserted 
remains of a primitive language. Its de- 
rivatiyes, or cognates, are certainly found 
very widely. We have Nen or Nine, still 
the name of a Kiver in Northamptonshire. 
We have the Welsh Nant, signifying a 
brook: and perhaps the same root pro- 
duced the Greek vd» (to flow) ; whence 



As to Ehe^ or some such word, origi- 
nally significant of a stream, we may trace 
it more widely than Na%. We have the 
Latin JRivus (a river), besides Rhenut (the 
Rhine), Rhodanus (the Bhone), Eridamu 
(the Fo), and Rumon^ the old legendary 
name of the Tiber. We have also the 
Greek ^ew (to flow), and the British Rkim 
(a river), all probably derived from the 
same primeval root. 



vaiiOf a stremn, I ^ JOomesde^, fo. 260, a, 2. 



•KICHARD S NEEN. 



231 



Manors^ were sole representatives of Richard. Such an assumption 
would be too great, for the Bromptons did not succeed to all Rich- 
ard^s Domesday Tenures ; and the first known ancestor, in the male 
line, of the Bromptons was cotemporary with, but certainly dis- 
tinct from, Richard. I conclude that Richard^s Domesday estates 
lapsed to an Heiress or to Coheiresses, who, or one of whom, mar- 
ried an Ancestor of the Bromptons, and so carried to him a great 
part of those estates. As to the residue of the said estates, I do not find 
them subsequently in any particular succession. I think that some- 
time they reverted to Mortimer as Suzerain, and were retained in 
his demesne or regranted in small parcels at his pleasure. As to 
Bichard^s Manor of Nene, we cannot trace its existence, as a whole, 
at any period subsequent to Domesday. Either, then, it came to be 
absorbed piecemeal in some greater Manor, or being first disinte- 
grated it was apportioned in parcels to difierent Manors. In either 
case we must not expect to trace this lost Manor by finding what 
other Manors in this Hundred increased upon their Domesday hidage. 
Kinlet so increased, but not in the degree required by any supposed 
addition of a Manor of 2^ hides, nor in any degree which may not 
be accounted for in other ways. Cleobury Mortimer so increased ; 
but then its increase of one hide, though perhaps understated, is 
more than accounted for by the annei^ation of other Manors than 
Richard's Nene.* All means of proof failing, I am content in this 
matter to offer an opinion. — Mr. Blakeway considered Richard's 
Manor of Nene to be represented by Cleobury Lodge, now a place 
in the West Foreign Division of Cleobury Mortimer. I can think 
of no more probable conjecture, and it is tantamount to the idea 
already expressed, viz. that Richard's Neen sometime reverted to 
Mortimer, as Seigneur, and was annexed to his Capital Manor of 
Cleobury. 

I further think that it was a part of Richard's Neen, which being 
granted to Wigmore Abbey, is included, in the Taxation of 1291, 
among the Temporalities of that House. The Abbot had assized 
rents, also a Mill and 8 acres of land in Nene, which yielded alto- 



* Viz. Wall-Town, Mawley, Lei, Fech, 
and Earls Ditton. However, I consider 
the hidage returned, in 1255, as delusive ; 
and as it failed to give account of ascer- 
tained additions to Cleobury, so it very 
possibly concealed other additions which 
we cannot now detect. A comparison 



with modem acreage strongly supports 
such an opinion. — The 7671 acres, which 
now compose the Manor of Cleobury Mor- 
timer, should at the very lowest calculation 
include at least 9 Domesday Hides, and 
we cannot get that number without throw- 
ing Bichard*8 Ncno into the combination. 
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gether £1. 16^. 4id} Now as the Abbot had no sach temporal 
estate in Neen Savage or Neen SoUars^ we are obliged to condnde 
that Richard^s Neen was the locality here spoken of. 

Lastly^ I suppose that this Abbatial estate in Richard's Neen was 
the identical estate which was afterwards said to be in Neen-Mcmdl. 
This distinctive name^ Neen-Monell^ though I first find it in actual 
use in the sixteenth century^ was^ I think^ a revival ; that is^ I sup> 
pose Richard's Neen to have been first called Neen-Monell from 
some Tenant thereof^ after Domesday, but before it reverted to Mor- 
timer. The particulars of a temporal estate, and of tithes, which, 
in 1534, were enjoyed by the Abbot of Wigmore in Cleobury Mortu 
mer, Neen-Monell, and Morehall, have already been given under 
Cleobury Mortimer.^ 



0ttn ^abajie. J^unDeisnene. 



Mortimer's other Manor of Nene is described in Domesday as 
follows: — "The same Ralph (de Mortemer) holds Nene (of the 
King), and Ingelrann (holds it) of him. Huni^ held it (in Saxon 
times) and was free. Here are iiii hides geldable. The arable land 
is (sufficient) for v ox-teams. In demesne there is one team, and 
there are mi Serfs, iii Villains, and iii Boors with one team. Here 
is a Mill of is, (annual value) ."* 

About the identity of this Manor we can have little difficulty. — 
The family of Le Savage would seem to have been generally inte- 
rested where Ingelrann had preceded. To them therefore we may, 
with good reason, assign a descent from Ingelrann. That Manor of 
Nene which was Ingelrann's at Domesday, came to them and was 
thenceforth known as Neen Savage, to distinguish it not only from 
Richard's Neen, but from Neen Sellers, a third Manor in the same 
Hundred, but of a totally different status. 

I have spoken, under Eudon-George, of William le Savage (living 



* Pope Nick. TaxaHon, 166, a. 

> Supra, pp. 226, 227. 

The Table given above (page 141) would 
imply that Bichard*s Nene became ab- 
Borbed in Neen Savage. That idea was 
premature, and must be qualified by what 



baa been now said in the text 

' It was, I presume^ with referanoe to 
this Huni, or Hunit, that Neen Savage 
was Bometimea called Sundetmene, Le. 
Sumfs'Nene, 

* Domeaday, fo. 260, a, 2. 
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in the time of Henry 11)^ and of his Son and Grandson^ both named 
Adam.' One of the latter occurs as sitting in the Curia Comitatiis, 
at Shrewsbury, in 1189. On May 2^ 1199, Adam Sauvage, of Shrop- 
shire, esBoigns himself by Eichard fitz Henry in a plea of land which 
he had against Eudo Martell/ which Eudo Martell appears about 
the same time to be litigating the Advowson of Steeple Winterbum 
(Dorsetshire) against Roger de Mortimer.^ In October, 1199, 
Adam Salvage was Recognizor in a Suit which I have noticed under 
Clee St. Mai^aret,® and in October, 1203, he stands Surety for 
Roger de Mortimer in a Suit which concerned Brace-Meole. At the 
same time he was a Knight and a Juror in many causes then tried 
at the County Assizes. His suit with John de Brompton, in 1210, 
I shall give under Kinlet. Adam le Savage (II) was deceased, as I 
have stated under Eudon Geoi^e, in 1221, when his six Sisters, or 
their heirs, were his representatives. At the Assizes of November, 
1221, Christiana le Sauvage, Margery, wife of Walter de Verdun, 
and Roheis de Pedewurdin sued Hugh de Mortimer for 3 carucates 
of land in Niene and in Siete (Sheet), which they claimed as heirs 
of their brother Adam, whom they asserted to have died seized 
thereof in demesne. Mortimer pleaded that the three Plaintiffs had 
had three other Sisters, which Sisters had left issue, yet surviving. 
The Plaintiffs admitted the fact, and the admission was fatal, obviously 
because the parties necessary to such a Suit were not all taking part 
in itJ In 1240, of the Coheirs of Le Savage, William de St. George 
alone is named as having an interest in Neen ; but it is clear that 
Gteoflfrey de Overtones Fee was partly in Neen Savage.® This will 
appear firomthe Hundred- Roll of 1255, which says that — "William 
de St. George is Lord of Nene Savage, together with Geofirey de 
Overton. Therein are two and a half hides of land, of which William 
de St. George holds three parts, and Geofirey de Overton, together 
with Nicholas his son, the fourth part. And these hides of land 
are half a knight's-fee, and are geldable, and do suit to the Himdred- 
Courts, and are held in capite of Roger de Mortimtr, by service of 
doing ward at said Roger's Castle of Wigmore for 15 days in time 
of war between England and Wales, and they pay hydage, and pay 
the Sheriff \Qd. for Stretward and 20rf. for Motfee.^'^ Here we 
again notice the great decrease on the Domesday measurement, viz. 
2^ hides instead of the 4 hides which we should have looked for 



* Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 61. 

^'^ Bot. Curia Regis,!, 266, 326, 334. 

* Supra^ p. 76. 



^ Assizes, 6 Hen. Ill, m. 5 dorso. 
8 Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 52. 
» Sot. Hundred. II, 81. 
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from the Domesday Manor. At the Assizes of January^ 1256^ Wil- 
liam de St. Geoi^e being sued for disseizing Ralph de la Lawe of 
common-pasture in 30 acres of heath at Nene^ pleaded that the 
Plaintiff was never fully seized thereof^ and so got a verdict.^^ 

By a Patent of May 8^ 1256> it would appear that William de St. 
George had sometime previously conceded (on mortgage^ I suppose) 
this Manor to the Queen of Henry III. The Patent directs Wil- 
liam Trussell to inquire whether Roger de Mortimer and his men 
of Cleobury had violently entered certain demesne pasture in Hun- 
desnene (now in the Queen's hand by concession of WiUiam de St. 
George)^ and had depastured their cattle there against the King's 
Peace ; or whether the said men^ who were Free Buigesses^ had a 
prescriptive right to the said common pasture^ as having used it in 
the time of William de St. George and his Ancestors^ as Roger de 
Mortimer affirmed the said Burgesses to have done?^^ 

On July 27 of the same year^ William Trussell is again commis- 
sioned to investigate the quarrel between the Queen's Bailiffs on the 
one hand^ and Roger de Mortimer and the men of Cleobury on the 
other^ concerning pasture in Hunesnene; and the Sheriff of Shrop- 
shire is enjoined to summon Recognizors in the case, so many and 
of such sort, as that no defect in the Jury shall cause the Inquest to 
be further delayed. 

At the Assizes of 1272, Adam de St. George was the Juror who 
chose his eleven associates for the Liberty of Cleobury. 

The Inquisition on the death of Edmund de Mortimer, in 1304, 
gives John de St. George as Tenant of one knighf s-fee in Eudon 
George and Neen Savage.^^ Having already said much of the 
families of Overton and St. George under Eudon George, and 
having more to say under other localities, I insert here one or two 
minor matters specially relating to Neen Savage. 

At the Salop Assizes in Oct. 1203, Edith, Sibil, and Muriel fitz 
Samson had a suit pending concerning half a virgate in Nene. The 
result, settled by an adjourned hearing at Worcester, gave a third 
of the premises to each of the three Sisters, of whom Muriel, wife 



^° Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 2 dorso. 

" Eot. Pat. 40 Hen. Ill, dorso. Wil- 
liam Trussell is sixnilarlj oommissionod to 
investigate the relative dates and circum- 
staiiccs of two apparently incompatible 
mortgages or demises which Hugh de 
Mortimer of Chelmarsh had executed ; one 



to his brother, Roger de Mortimer of Wig- 
more; and another to the Queen of Eng- 
land, of certain lands in Ghelmanh. The 
matter is irrelevant here, but I mention it 
in a note because I have omitted it in its 
proper place. 

" InqmsUioHS, 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 
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of Philip fitz Hugh (or^ as he is less accurately written in one in- 
stance, Samson fitz Philip), is certified to be the eldest.^* In 1251, 
WiUiam le Carpenter and Margery his wife, take out a Writ of 
navel disseisin against Stephen de Overton concerning a tenement 
in Nethercott and Nene. A second Writ, sued out in the same 
year, was to convict the Jurors who had decided the former case 
unjustly. J* In 1252, William de St. George was suing Ralph de 
Arraz, under Writ of novel disseizin, for a tenement in Eldekote 
(Elcott, a member of Neen Savage).^* In 1254, Stephen de Over- 
ton was amerced half a merk for non-prosecution of some Suit. 

THE CHTTRCH. 

This was one of the Churches which Hugh de Mortimer bestowed 
on Wigmore Abbey in 1179, so that it appears that the Advowson 
had not been granted with the Manor to Le Savage. The date of 
Appropriation is not discoverable, but in 1291 the Abbot of Wig- 
more's Rectorial interest is valued at £6. ISs, 4d., whilst the Vicar's 
Portion was less than £4. The Church was in Stottesden Deanery.^® 
In 1341, the Church Taxation of Neinsavage being first quoted as 
£6. 13s, 4d,, the Parish was assessed to the Ninth at £4. 10«. The 
reasons for the difierence were a prevalent murrain among the 
sheep, and because the small tithes, a Mill, the Ofierings, and Glebe, 
with other profits, went to compose the Taxation, and were not now 
to be reckoned. Moreover, there were no lambs nor wool in the Parish, 
and eight virgates of land lay untilled.^^ In 1534-5, the Falor 
gives John Haymond as Vicar of Nyende Savage, and values his 
preferment at £5. 17s. 6d., out of which he paid a pension of 13s. 44. 
to the Abbot of Wigmore, and 7s. Sd. for Archdeacon^s Procura- 
tions, and Synodals.^^ The Abbot of Wigmore's cotemporary re- 
turn seems to acknowledge the Receipt of the said Pension,^^ but 
the Great Tithes are not mentioned. 

EAKLY INCUMBENTS. 

John db Stepelton, Acolyte, whose " true ordination and in- 
stitution'^ to this Living is certified to have been on Dec. 29, 1316, 
was a second time instituted on March 21, 1317. — Patrons : The 
Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. 



>^ Asauetj 5 John, memb. 1 and 6. 
" • »» Paieni, 35 and 36 Hen. Ill, dorso. 



>7 ZttqtdsUiones Noftarwm, p. 191. 
^^ Vaior Ecclenagtictu, III, 211. 



« Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 166, b. ' >«> Valor Scciesiasiicus, III, 203. 
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Roger de la Sete^ Priest^ was instituted Dec. 18^ 1320. — Same 
Patrons. 

Walter db Mitleton, Priest, was instituted Oct. 26, 1849. — 
Same Patrons. 

Stephen Derelyngs, Priest, was instituted Dec. 21, 1361. — 
Same Patrons. 



Wt^t iLob). 



As a general rule, whenever we find either of the syllables Low, 
Lowe, Lau, or Laws, forming, singly or in compodtion, the name 
of a place, we may expect in that place to find or to hear of some 
artificial tumulus or burial-ground. The Saxon word Hlaep (that 
which covers a grave) came secondarily to designate a hill, simply 
because ancient burial-grounds usually formed a hill. It is curious 
that exactly the converse has taken place in regard to the Latin 
word tumulus, which, meaning primarily any slight elevation of the 
earth's surface, is secondarily, and in the present day, almost ex- 
clusively applied to such elevations only as are supposed to contain 
sepulchral remains. 

The Lo'^ now before us was another of the Manors held imme- 
diately of the Crown by Ralph de Mortemer. It is thus described 
in Domesday : — '^ The same Radulf holds Lau, and Richard (holds 
it) of him. The Church of St. Peter held it (in Saxon times). 
Here is one hide gddable. There is arable land (sufficient) for two 
ox-teams. In demesne there is one Team, and (there are) ii Villains 
and I Boor with a Team. Its value (in Saxon times) was 5^. : now 
it is worth 10*. He (Richard) found it waste." ^ The Church of 
St. Peter here mentioned, was a Saxon Parish Church in the 
Eastern suburb of Shrewsbury, and which at the time of Domesday, 
and under the auspices of Earl Roger de Montgomery, was growing 
into the great Benedictine Abbey of St. Peter and St. Paul. Had 
Ralph de Mortimer held The Low under the Earl, and not imme- 
diately of the King, its restoration to the Church would have been 
almost certain. As it was, Mortimer, who took no part in the 
foundation of Shrewsbury Abbey, transmitted this seigneury to his 
descendants. The family which held this estate under Mortimer in 

» Bomeaday^ fo. 260, a, 2. 
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the twelfth^ thirteentli, and fourteenth Centmies^ took its name 
from the place. In 1185^ John de la Lawa pays the King 208. that 
he may have right against Hamo Pincema as to ten merks,« an 
alleged debt^ I presume. At the Assizes of October^ 1203^ I find 
two entries under Stottesden Hundred relating to one Moses de la 
Lawe^ perhaps an Under-Tenant here^ and who in one instance is 
described as *' Moses, the man of Hugh.'^ This Moses essoigns 
himself, by Robert fitz Owen, in a challenge which he had against 
Gilbert de Ikivra or Dunee, for wrongfully taking from him his 
hoimds. It is added, that Grilbert is an Outlaw for another matter, 
viz. ''the society of Pulk fitz Warin.'** Also, Robert de Girros, 
whose name seems to have been mixed up in Moses^ challenge, is 
declared to be '' quit in the matter.'^* At the Assizes of November, 
1221, Ralph de la Lawe is named as a Surety for William Botterell, 
of Aston Botterell. He occurs also in 1228 and 1232.^ In 1240, 
the same or another Ralph de la Lawe is said to hold a Enight's- 
fee in La Lawe of Mortimer's Barony.^ Again in 1251, Ralph was 
the name of the possessor of this estate.*^ The Inquest of Tenures 
in Stottesden Hundred, taken in 1255,® shows that The Low main- 
tained its Domesday measurement of i hide. " Ralph de la Lowe 
was Lord thereof. He did Suit to County and Hundred, paid hy- 
dage, and held immediately of Roger de Mortimer, and did imit to 
said Roger's Court of Wigmore. He owed ward at Wigmore Castle, 
in war-time, for forty days, as for one knighfs-fee in war-time.* He 
paid the Sheriff 4rf. for Stretward and 8d. for Motfeer In 1256, 
Ralph de la Lawe was returned among those Tenants of twenty 
liirates dl land in Shropshire, who were not knights. In 1259, he 
fines half a merk of gold to have some Inquest,^^ perhaps on the 
question of his obligation to receive knighthood. In 1260, he is 
amerced half a merk for not producing one whose Surety he was.^^ 
From 1251 to 1262, Ralph de Lawe was one of the Agistators of 



* :Rot. Pip. 31 Hen. II, Salof, 

' Ainzegf 5 John, m. 1 recto and 2 
dorso. Fulk fitz Warin'e outlawry was 
revoked by a Patent of Nov. 15, 1203. 
Among his accomplices, similarly par- 
doned, was 6Hlbert de Dovre {Patent, 6 
John, p. 36). 

* Compare, supra, Y ol. Ill, p. 60, whence 
it will appear probable that *'Hugh," 
whose " man" Moses is called, was Hugh 
de Sidbuiy. 



* Supra, p. 164. 

« Testa de NeviU, p. 45. 

7 Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 63. 

8 Mot, Hundred, II, 81. 

* The meaning of this seems to be, that 
the service which the Tenant of aKnight's- 
Fee ordinarily owed in the host, or mov- 
ing array, of his Chief, was oonmiuted in 
this instance for forty days' Castle-guard. 

»o- " Rot. Pip. 43, 44, 51 Hen. III. 
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Shirlot^ and other fioyal Forests in Shropshire^ and with his aaso- 
ciates was chargeable with the balance of his receipts in 1267.^^ In 
September^ 1263^ Ralph de la Lawe and William de la Lawe were 
Jurors on the Inquest which ascertained the age of Robert de Bey- 
sin^ and about the same time they stand together in a testing 
clause, which shows William to have been son of Ralph.^^ William 
de la Lawe was at the Assizes of September, 1272, one of the Jurors 
who sat for the Liberty of Cleobury. 

On Nov. 27, 1274, John de la Lowe was on the Jury which took 
the Inquisition of Stottesden Hxmdred. On January 2, 1294, an 
Inquest was held as to the estate of one John Budde, who had been 
hanged for felony. It was a messuage and half-virgate of land in 
^' La Lowe juxta Farnlowe.'^ It is well known how the real estate 
of felons usually reverted to the Crown for a year and a day, and 
then to the Lord of the Fee. The Jury on this occasion (Robert 
le Bercher, of The Low, being one of them) found that Edmund 
de Mortimer, '^ by reason of his Liberty of Cleobury,^^ had had the 
King's year and day, and should answer to the King for the same, 
unless he had the King's warrant. Mortimer still held the pre- 
mises. The immediate Lord over John Budde was Simon, son of 
Ralph de la Lowe.^* 

The Inquest on the death of Edmund de Mortimer, in 1304, gives 
Ralph de la Louwe as Tenant of half a knigJWs-fee in La Louwe,^' 
and the Nomina ViUarum of March, 1316, again registers Ralph de 
la Lowe as Lord of the VUl.^^ On April 20, 1350, King Edward 
III having licensed the Abbot of Wigmore to acquire certain lands 
not held in capite, orders an Inquest to ascertain whether it would 
injure the Crown if Robert Partrich, William Randol, and Robert 
de Brugge, Chaplain, should convey to the said Abbey the whole 
Manor of Lowe, a quarter of the Manor of Hyntys (Hints), and 
other lands at Nethurlye (Herefordshire) . The Manor of Lowe, 
said the Jury, was held of Roger de Mortimer by i fee. The land 
there was " cold." The fourth part of Hyntys was held of the same 
Roger. After parting with these estates, Robert Partrich would 
have sixty solidates of land at Milston, held of the Lord of Bur- 
ford, for 6^. Sd. rent.^*^ The Valor of 1534-5 gives, among the 
temporalities of the Abbot of Wigmore, 60*. as the rents and ferms 



« Rot Pip. 43, 44, Bl Hen. in. 
'3 Supra, p. 176. 

» InquUilions, 22 Edw. I, No. 104. 
I' Inquintions, 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 



1" ParUamentary WriU, lY, 398. 
>7 Inquisitions, 24 Edw. HI. Second 
No8. 39. 
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of Lee Lowe (read Le Lowe) >^ The Minister's Accounts of 1 589-*0 
record no such asset of the late Monastery, but give £1. I8s. 5rf. as 
the rents of Hyntys and Brokrowe}^ 



^teppU. 



This place, now a mere member of Neen Savage, was, at the 
time of Domesday y a Manor in itself, and held by Ralph de Mor- 
temer of the King. It is thus described in that Record : — " The 
same Radulf holds Steple, and Gois&id holds it of him. Godric 
held it (in Saxon times) and was free. Here is one hide and a half 
geldable. The arable land is (sufficient) for iiii ox-teams. In 
demesne is i Team, and there are iii Serfs and vi Boors with i 
Team. In King Edward's time the Manor was worth \2s, (per 
annuni) : afterwards and now it was and is worth 7sJ^^ 

It would seem that the Savages came to have some interest or 
claim in this Manor. I cannot otherwise account for their coheir, 
William de St. George, including a knight's-fee in Stepley among 
the estates which about the year 1240 he quit-claimed to Ralph de 
Mortimer, his Suzerain.® 

In or about 1240 Emulf de Kamape held La Steple under 
Mortimer as one-third of a Knight's-Fee.^ William de Stepple, 
who occurs about 1268, was probably Tenant here.* William de 
Stepple and Nicholas de Stepple were Jurors for Cleobury Liberty 
at the Assizes of 1272. In 1304, the service due on Steppley is 
one-third of a Knight's-fee, but the Tenant's name is illegible.'' The 
Survey of March, 1316, probably alludes to this place in •giving 
Walter de Stephe as Lord of Stepke.^ 

An Inquisition was held Oct. 25, 1325, on the death of Walter de 
la Stepple, by reason of his Suzerain Roger de Mortimer being then 
under forfeiture. He had held of Wigmore Castle by service of a 
third part of a knighf s-fee. He owed suit to Wigmore Court every 
three weeks, and to the Court of Cleobury Mortimer at the two 



»8 Valor JEcclesiasticus, III, 203. 
» Domesday, fo. 260, a, 2. 
2 Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 52. 
' Testa de NevUl, p. 45. 



* Supra, p. 176. 

^ Inquisitions, 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 

« Parliamentary WrUs, IV, 399. 
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great Toums. He also paid 5s, rent for his lands in Stepple. William 
his son and heir was twenty-four years of age on March 12, 1325.^ 



HtnUt 



The etymology of this name is directly illustrative of the earliest 
fiact ascertainable in the history of the place. The Saxon adjective 
Cyne signifies royal, and Lag's (a lathe, or district) is a word still 
used in Kent. Now Kinlet, before the Conquest, was a Manor of 
the Saxon Kings, for in Edward the Confessor's days it was one of 
the estates enjoyed by Edith his Queen, — the Eddid of Domesday, 
as I have already shown under Cleobury Mortimer. The said Re- 
cord speaks generally of Kinlet as follows : — 

" The same Radulf (de Mortemer) holds Chinlete (of the King), 
and Richard (holds it) of him. Eddid held it (in Saxon times). 
Here are mi hides. The arable land is (sufficient) for viii ox-teams. 
In demesne there are ii Teams, and there are vi Serfs, viii Villains, 
II Radmans, vi Boors, and i Frenchman, with vi Teams. In King 
Edward's time the Manor was worth 60s. {per annum), and after- 
wards it was worth 30*. : now it is worth 40*.^'^ 

An incidental expression of Domesday has led us to infer that, on 
the Conquest of Mercia, Cleobury was first given to William fita 
Osbern, Earl of Hereford, and did not pass to Ralph de Mortemer 
till the forfeiture of Roger de Britolio, Earl William's Successor.* 
Analogy would suggest the same transfers of Kinlet. Of Ralph de 
Mortemer's Domesday-Hemid, Richard, I have spoken under Neen- 
Monell,^ and intimated that Richard's successors were of more than 
one family, and were probably related to him as coheirs. At Kin- 
let we can show that his successors, the Bromptons, were descended 
from a male ancestor, cotemporary with, but quite distinct firom^ 
Richard. 

It is most rare that the genealogy of any family, of mere knightly 
rank, can be traced in the male line, and on good evidence, so far 
back ajB Domesday. In Shropshire this is especially the case ; because 



' In2»i*itions, 20 Edw. II, No. 63 (so 
calendared erroneously). 
1 Domesday, fo. 260 a. 2. 



2 Supra, pp. 194, 229. 
' Supra, pp. 230, 231. 
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there was a period^ from 1086 to 1166, which is nearly a vacuum as 
regards the existence of any Records likely to bear upon sach a re- 
search. I am now about to introduce a genealogy which is unques- 
tionably older than Domesday, and so a remarkable exception to the 
general rule. It is that of the Bromptons sometime of Kinlet and 
Brompton Brian, and it stands on accidental but yet perfect evi- 
dence. 

In the time and probably in the Court of King William the Con- 
queror there lived one — 

Bernard vitz Osfac. He stands last witness to a Charter of 
that King in favour of the Norman Abbey of Fecamp, a Charter 
which probably passed in Normandy in 1074 or 1075, but which 
we may positively date between 1070 and 1078 wherever it passed.^ 
Again, there is a great Charter by which King William the Con- 
queror records, accepts, and confirms the donations made by his 
Barons to his own Foimdation, — the Abbey of St. Stephen at Caen. 
The witnesses to this Charter have their names appended thereto in 
a form which leaves it doubtful whether they were not also con- 
tributors to the Foundation. The first witness is King William 
himself, the last but one is Bernard fitz Ospac, and if the other 
witnesses were cotemporarily present (a matter not always certain 
in these early documents), then the Deed was probably written in 
the Autumn of 1077.^ Again, King William, being evidently in 
Normandy, confirms an eleemosynary grant of the first William de 
Braose which, it will be sufi&cient to state here, passed either in 
1074, 1075, or 1080. It was a grant to the Church of St. Florence 
at Salmur. The King's Confirmation, necessarily later than the 
grant, is attested in the last place by Bernard fitz Uspach.^ Ber- 
nard fitz Uspach, thus frequentiug the Court of King WiUiam, does 
not, that I know of, appear anywhere in Domesday J The same re- 
mark applies to Bernard de Newmarch who, though a witness of 
King William's Charters, and commissioned by that Monarch to 
the Conquest of Brecknockshire, does not seem to have been encou- 



* Monastieon, YH, 1082 b. 

* Monatticon, VII, 1071, Num. III. 

* Mofuuiicon,Yll,6G9ti, An ingenious 
note in the Mon€uiie(m fixes the day of 
Braose*s Deed ad January 30, 1075. From 
the same premises, difiereutly interpreted, 
I think it must have been January 80, 
1074 or 1080, and the names attesting the 
King's confirmation make the last year 

IV. 



(1080) most probable. The said confirma- 
tion will therefore have been added be- 
tween 1080 and 1083, for Queen Matilda, 
who follows her husband in oonflrming, 
died in 1083. 

' There was one Radulf fitz Unspao 
holding a Kentish Manor of the Aiohbi- 
shop of Canterbury (Domesdcuf, fo. 4, a), 
and he possibly was a Brother of Bernard. 

31 
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raged or rewarded by any grants of English territory. This com- 
parison between Bernard fitz Uspach and Bernard de Newmarch is 
not so irrelevant as it may at first sight appear. They were not 
identical, that is certain^ but I am much mistaken if they were not 
both concerned in the conquest of Brecknockshire. I have already 
quoted a Charter which passed in the beginning of the thirteenth 
century, but which speaks of land near to Brecon as having once 
belonged to Bernard Unspac.® This local reminiscence of Bernard 
Unspac, perhaps eighty years after he had ceased to live, is quite 
consistent with the idea that he was one of Bernard de NewmarcVs 
companions in conquest and one of his original Feoffees. What I 
have next to say about Bernard Unspac is much more positive. He 
was Lord of Kinlet in the time of Henry I, and he was Father of 
Brien Unspac, also of Kinlet. 

The following Precept of Sing Henry II belongs to the earlier 
part of his reign,' probably to the year 1157 or 1158, in each of 
which he visited Worcester. — 

" H Rex Angliae et Dux Normannise et Aquitanise et Comes An- 
degavise Vicecomiti et omnibus Ministris suis de Salopescire salu- 
tem. Si Brienus Unspac poterit monstrare per legales homines de 
hundredo de Stodesdone quod Bemardus Unspac pater ejus habuit 
haiam suam ad fugandum in vill& de Chinlet tempore Regis Henrid 
avi mei, tunc precipio quod ipse Brienus cam juste habeat, et ne 
quis in eft super hoc fuget sine licentift ejus prohibeo. Teste Wil- 
lielmo de Bellocampo, apud Wigorniam."^*^ (K Brian Unspac could 
prove by the testimony of lawful men of Stottesden Hundred that 
his father Bernard had a right of chace in Kinlet in time of King 
Henry I, then Henry II, about 1157-8, directs that such right be 
restored to the son.) Here we have an early instance of the name 
of an Ancestor (Unspac) being adopted as the surname of a family 
without the interposition of the usual word filius or fitz. We have 
also a proof of what I have before asserted, viz. that the Domesday 
Hundreds of Shropshire were changed earlier than Henry II^s reign, 
if not as early as Henry Ts, otherwise the memory of persons in 
Stottesden Hundred would be appealed to inappropriately. We have 



* Supra, p. 185. 

' The character of the document faTOun 
thifl idea. It is of a restitutional land and 
po suitable to a period of tranquillity fol- 
lowing a period of disorganization. Wil- 
liam de Beanchamp, the sole witness, was 



Sheriff of Woroestershire from 1165 to 
1170. (See Vol. II, p. 64, note 4 for fin^ 
ther remarks on a similar matter.) 

w Dugdale's MSS. Vol. 39.— From Ur 
eon evidences. 
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lastly^ a genealogical statement spanning the darkest interval in 
Shropshire Annals^ — ^the reign of Stephen. I must now speak of — 

Brian de Bbomfton^ known to have been living in 1176 and 
1179. He was either identical with, or else the son of, Brian Un- 
spac. The question is a chronological one only. It is possible that 
a son and heir may be living a century after the appearance of his 
Father in public life. Hugh de Mortimer of Wigmore living in 
1180 was an instance of this. Perhaps the three first generations 
of the Feoffees at Kinlet were parallel in point of duration to the 
same number of generations in the family of the Suzerain. If so, 
Brian Unspac and Brian de Brompton were identical, but such in- 
stances are very rare.^^ To continue. — In 1176 the King having 
held Pleas of the Forest in Worcestershire had amerced Brien de 
Bromton in the sum of 6 merks.^^ 

Hugh de Mortimer's foundation of Wigmore Abbey is said to 
have been definitely resolved on in 1179. The French Annals, 
which I have often quoted, without dating the event give very fiill 
particulars. Brian de Brompton and his son John were most ui^ent 
about the undertaking. '^ Hugh de Mortimer laid the first stone. 
Brian de Brompton laid the second, and promised 100^. in aid of 
the work : but he gave no money, though he granted the Canons all 
easements in his lands, which easements were of great avail. John, 
son of the said Brian, laid the third stone and neither gave nor 
promised anything, but what he did not then do in promise he 
performed fully afterwards in deed, for by him was the Church of 
Kynleth given to the Abbey .^'^^ 

This Brian de Brompton had a Brother Roger, caUed Roger de 
Kinlet firom the Tenant-interest which he had in this Manor. The 
two brothers joined in a grant to the Norman Abbey of Lira, giving 
thereto " one man, together with his land in the Manor of Kinled,'' 
which grant purports to have been previously made by the Ances- 
tors of Brian de Brompton. The said Brian also gave to Lira 
two-thirds of the tithes of his demesne of Kinled and Frenchcote 
(Foxcote I suppose) and Walton.^* The same two Brothers, Brian 



" In a note I may state my own tho- 
rough conviction that Brian Unspac and 
Brian de Brompton were Father and Son. 
Roger de Kinlet, brother of the latter, was 
alive in 1193, that is nearly 120 years 
after Bernard fitz Unspac's first appear- 
ance. It is therefore all but cei'tain that 
both he and his Brother Brian were 



Grandsons and not Sons of the said Ber- 
nard. 

w Hot. Pip. 22 Hen. II. Wirecostr'. 

" Wright's Ludlow, pp. 120, 121. 

" Monasticon, VII, 1095, Num. XXI. 
Lira was founded by William fitz Osbem, 
created Earl of Hereford by King Wil- 
liam the Conqueror. 
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and Roger, joined in granting a virgate in Kinlet to the Order of 
Knights Templars, and a Record of the possessionfl of that Order, 
drawn up in 1185, mentions the said virgate as held hy one Abra- 
ham, at a rent of 48. per annum, and names the Donors as " Brian 
de Branton and Rc^er his Brother/' This grant to the Templars 
I take to have been some time anterior to the Foundation of Wig- 
more. The same may be said of a deed^*^ which I shall now quote, 
and which refers to a period when John de Brompton was not as 
jet heir-apparent of his Father Brian, but had an elder Brother 
Simon living. By the said deed " Roger de Kinlet renders to Sir 
Brian his Brother, Norton, a part of his (Brian's) Manor of Kinlet, 
which part Roger had in custody for his life from Sir Brian his 
Brother.^* Roger also renders up his share of Kinlet. He further 
testifies that the said Brian, in his presence, had given the same 
land, viz. Norton, together with a part of the wood of Kinlet, and 
together with his (Brian's) Manor of Walton^^ in Somersetshire, to 
John his (Brian's) son, and at Roger's petition. Further, the said Sir 
Brian, in his Court, had received the homage of the aforesaid John, 
and had caused Simon his Son and Heir also to receive the homage 
of John, his (Simon's) Brother. And to the end that there should 
be no tergiversation thereafter on the part of Roger, he himself as a 
lawfdl witness of this donation, attached his seal to the Writing." ^^ 
This deed is one of a class common in the reign of Henry II, and 
an example of which has been given already.^® — A Tenant wishing 
to convey his estate to another (in this instance to make provision 
for the younger of two nephews), does not do it by direct transfer, 
but by a kind of surrender-in-trust to the Suzerain. In 1193 the 
Sheriff of Shropshire enters on his account an amercement of 2 
merks inflicted on Roger de Killet for difforciament, and adds that 
the sum should be required from the Sheriff of Worcestershire, who 
had received it.^ 

John db Bbompton succeeded to the general estate of his Father 
sometime between 1179 and 1193, his elder Brother Simon having, 
I presume, died without issue. In 1199 I find John de Brompton 



^ Dugdale's MSS. ut supra. 

^ Mr. Blakewaj queries the word friUre 
here written, and suggests the word poire. 
His belief was eridently tantamount to my 
own, riz. that Brian Unspac and Brian 
de Brompton were Father and Son. 

^7 Walton (Somersetshire) was Balpli 
de Mortimer's in 1086, and held under 



him by Richard, — obviously the same Bi- 
chard who held Kinlet, etc. (Domendatfy 
fo. 96 b, 2). 

^ The deed had for a Seal, the figure 
of a Knight on horseback, brandishing a 
sword. 

» Supra, Vol. II, 66. 

» Roi. Pip, 6 Bic. I. Salop. 
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engaged in a lawsuit with his sister Margery^ called in one instance 
de Bocton, in another de Burmingeham, The first steps in this suit 
are — ^an Essoign because of John de Bramton^s alleged illness at 
Bramton^ which Essoign was withdrawn before View had been 
made thereof; — an interpellation by Roger de Mortimer as Seigno- 
ral Lord of Kinlet^ who before Geoffrey fitz Piers (Chief Justice of 
England) claimed to try the cause in his own Court; — ^and a writ 
from the Chief Justice staying further process at Westminster. 
Nevertheless, on October 13, 1199, a day (viz. November 17) was 
given in the Curia Regis to the Litigants, on which they were to 
come and take their chirograph in a plea of land in Eilet, and sub- 
sequently another day, viz. Feb. 10, 1200, was given for the same 
purpose. In the last instance Margery, a daughter of John de 
Brompton, was ordered to appear in Court to give evidence of an 
exchange which had been made as to the premises in dispute.^' 

A deed of about this period comes in very appropriately here, not 
in respect of the above litigation, but to show what became of Mar- 
gery, John de Brompton's daughter. Thereby — " John de Bramp- 
ton grants to Margaret, his daughter, whom Hugh de Turbervile 
hath taken to wife, all his (John's) part of Flavel.^* — ^Witnesses : 
Sir William de Braose, William, his son, Stephen de Evereus (De- 
vereux).''^ 

This Deed aptly introduces another wherein mention is made of 
Matilda de Braose, John de Brompton's wife. She was, I take it. 
Daughter of one and Sister of another of the above witnesses. The 
Deed which probably passed on the death of this Lady, I can find 
only in an abridged form. It runs thus. — " I, John de Bromton, 
have given to the Church of All Saints of Kinlet, and to the Canons 
of Wigmore, for the Soul of Matildis de Breus, my wife {aponste mea), 
a part of my land in Kinlet, and a sum of 68. on my said wife's an- 
niversary." 

Matilda de Braose is said, on good authority,^^ to have been 
Widow of Sir Henry de Tracy. 

By another Deed, John de Bronton, for the souls of his Father 
and Mother, and his wife Matildis, releases to his men of Eiston 

" Mot, Curiee Begity VoL I, pp. 291, I of Henry II op Eichard I. 



326, and VoL II, pp. 13, 32, 116. 

22 Perhaps Flavell Fliford (Worcester- 
shire), a Manor belonging to the Fief of 
the Abbot of Westminster. 

» Dugdale's MSS. (ut supra). Diig- 
(lulo considered this deed to be of the time 



2^ Sandford, — as quoted and confirmed 
by Blakeway. The idea that the Lady 
was an heiress is not substantiated. Tliat 
the Bromptons quartered the anns of 
ISraosc is true, but no proof of such a fact 
as heirship. 
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(Aston, Herefordshire) the service of carriage {sumagiwn) and all 
other services which they were used to perform on Sundays. The 
Seal of this Deed had the Effigy of a Knight on horseback; and the 
Legend — Sigillum Johannis Uspac de Bromtunia, — shows that 
the real name of the family had not yet been lost. 

On July 20^ 1201^ a Fine was levied at Northampton between 
William de Vilers, Prior, and the Brethren, of the Hospital of Je- 
rusalem^ Plaintiffs, and Roger de Mortimer, Tenant (Adam le Sau- 
vage acting as his Attorney), of one virgate of land in Claibury and 
in Kinlet, whereof was Plea, etc. The Prior, etc. remitted their 
right to half the premises, viz. that half which lay in Claibury, and 
was called Frogemore. The other half^ in Kinlet, called Dude- 
letle, remained to the Prior.*^ 

On November 12, 1211, a Fine was levied at Hereford between 
Adam le Sauvage, Plaintiff, and John de Bramton, Tenant^ of one 
carucate in Kinlee, whereof was Plea, etc. — ^Adam remitted his 
claim, receiving 100*.^ 

At the Assizes of November, 1221, Jordan de Alneto and Amice, 
his wife, sued John de Bramton for 2 carucates in Killet, Amice 
claiming to be heir to Roger de Elillet, her Uncle, who was said to 
have died seized thereof. John de Bramton showed that Amice had 
four other Sisters, mothers of children ; so the Plaintiffs were non- 
suited, but allowed to follow up the matter in another form if they 
chose.^ Soon after this, John de Brompton was succeeded by — 

Brian de Brompton (II), his son and heir, who, according to 
the following Deed, must have been married in his Father's lifetime, 
viz. about 1214-5, when, — "Walter de Nova Meinil gives to Brian 
de Brompton, with Alice, his daughter, in free marriage, four vir- 
gates in Foxcott,^ in the territory of Idelburi. — ^Witnesses : E. 
(Egidius), Bishop of Hereford, Hugh de Mortimer, William de Mor- 
timer, Philip de Mortimer, William de Burley.'^^ 

Mortimer, by service of 1 J knights' -fees. 

» CoUins's Peerage, Vol. IV, p. 232.— 
The wife assigned to John de Brompton 
by the same Author, on the strength of 
the^^o^' Vintaliona^'i&Aiidi deBraose, 
widow of Boger de Mortimer of Wigmore ; 
— an astonishing error, for the Lady was 
probably unborn at the time of John de 
Brompton's death, and Boger de Morti- 
mer left her a Widow, not before 1282. 

John do Brompton's wife was probably 
Great- Aunt of Boger de Mortimer. 



^ Pedes jBlmumf 3 John, Salop. 

^ Ibidem, 13 John, Salop. 

^ A^sizeSt 6 Hen. Ill, m. 6 and 2 dorw, 
Banulf de Solariis or Engeram de Fraxino, 
were named by Jordan de Alneto as his 
Attorneys in this cause. 

» This Foicott must not be mistaken 
for Foxcote near Kinlet. It is Foscotc, 
near Idbury, in Oxfordshire. Idbury was 
a member of Mortimer's Fief, and was 
afterwards held wholly by the Bromptons 
(I suppose as heirs of Neufmesnii) under 
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Again^ I find a Deed quoted, whereby " Walter de NewfimeneU, 
with consent of Sara his wife^ gave to Brian, son of John de Brom- 
ton, lands in Iterberge, with Alice his (Walter's) daughter."^ 

In 1233, King Hemy III requiring Hostages of the Barons 
Marchers for their fidelity, Balph de Mortimer delivered up Henry, 
Son and Heir of Sir Brian de Brompton, who was thereupon com- 
mitted to the custody of William de Stuteville.^^ In or about 1240, 
Brian deBromptonheld the following Knights'-Feea under Mortimer, 
viz. Kinlet (1 fee), Brompton Brian (1 fee), both these reputed to be 
in Shropshire; — Pertewurth (| fee), Audrinton (^ fee), and Tocke- 
ham (i fee), all in Wiltshire; — Idbury (li fees), in Oxfordshire; — 
and Easton (1 fee), in Herefordshire.^^ On May 7, 1246, Brian de 
Brompton was Juror on an Inquest touching diverse rights of the 
Barons of Cans. On Feb. 6, 1252, Brian de Brompton had the 
King's Charter for Free- Warren, in Kynlet (so far as it was not 
within the bounds of the Forest), for a Market on Tuesdays at 
Brompton, and a Fair, also at Brompton, on June 10th, 11th, and 
12th, yearly. On August 17 following, he had another Charter for 
Free- Warren, in Brampton, Bucton, Stanegge, Weston, and Pittes 
(all placed in Shropshire), in Aston (Herefordshire) and in Wanton 
(Somersetshire) .^ 

The Inquest of 1255 gives Brian de Brompton as Lord of Kynlet. 
Therein were v hides of land geldable, whereof Roger de Foxcot 



^ B]akeway*8 ICSS. — And yet Mr. 
Blakeway suggoBte that Biian de Bromp- 
ton was not son of John but his oollateral 
heir. 

This Lady (Alice, daughter of Walter 
de Neufineanil) is oonyerted by Collins 
into *' Alice, daughter and coheir of 
Walter de Bemenyle, Lord of Botteley and 
Condover, Co. Salop" Other Genealo- 
gists repeat the error as to the Lady's 
surname, but rightly place Condover and 
Botteley in Hampshire. 

Botley, in Hampshire, was held under 
Mortimer. So also Condovre, in Hamp- 
shire, was of Mortimer's fee at Dometdtnf: 
— and it is worth noting that oneOidelard 
was Mortimer's Tenant thereof (Domeftiay, 
fo. 47, a, 1). 

^ Dugdale's BaronagCy I, 140, b. 

» Tegla de Nevill, pp. 45, 150,b. 113, 
62,b.— 



Of these Manors, Kinlet, Brompton 
Brian, and Aldritone, had been held by 
Bichard at JDomegday. Easton or Eston 
had been given to the ancestors of John 
de Brompton, by the Mortimers, in ex- 
change for Ghimsby (Lincolnahiie), — a 
manor which had also been held by Rh 
chard at Domesday. (Tetta de IfeviU, p. 
70. Domesday, fos. 72, b. 1 and 863, a. 1). 

As to Tocbeham and Idbuiy, they had 
been held under Mortimer by one Oide- 
Isad tJt Domesday. I think they descended 
to Brian de Brompton from Keufinesnil, 
and that Neufinesnil was the descendant 
ofOidelard. 

^ Rot. Chartanm^ 86 Hen. Ill, m. 6 
and 21.— 

Of these Manors Wauton (t.«. Walton) 
had been RiehanFs at Domesday. Buct(m 
had been Oidelard's. 
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held oneliide under the aforesaid Brian^ by service of doing stdt for 
the said Brian to County and Hundred Courts for the whole Manor. 
Pour hides were held (by Brian de Brompton) immediately of Roger 
de Mortimer.^ Here we observe that Kinlet was, in 1255, reputed 
to contain one hide more than at Domesday, The difference was 
perhaps in part supplied by a recognised encroachment on the King's 
Manor of Stottesden. More probably some part of the neighbour- 
ing Forest of Wyre, or of the suppressed Manors of Richard's-Neen 
and Wall-Town, had been apportioned to Kinlet by license of the 
Suzerain. 

I come now to the last WiQ and Testament of Sir Brian de Bromp- 
ton, a document of great interest, dated November 27, 1262, telling 
us of three Nephews and a Niece of the Testator, besides of Brian, 
his eldest son and heir ; telling us also how his Ancestors had been 
customarily buried in the Priory Church of Great Malvern. 

But such a document should speak its own language. — ^^In nomine 
Patris et Pilii et Spiritiis Sancti, Ego Brianus de Bromton Senior, 
anno Domini 1262, in vigiliA Apostolorum Simonis et Judse, condo 
testamentum meimi. Volo corpus meum sepeliri in Prioratu Majoris 
MalvemisB inter predecessores meos, et cum corpore palefridum 
meum cum hamesio et equum summarium cum lecto meo. Lego 
Agneti Lannath nepti me» i marcam, — Briano nepoti meo quem 
nutrivi 100*. ad terram emendam, — Herberto nepoti meo 3 marcas. 
Hujus autem testamenti mei executores constituo Dominum Jo- 
hannem de Tureberevill nepotem meum et dominum Brianum 
filium meum primogenitum.^'^^ 

On February 18, 1268,— 

Brian de Brompton (hi), son and heir, I suppose, of the above 
Testator, has the King's letters of protection tiU June 24 follow- 
ing, or as long as the Welsh war should last.^ In May 1265, Adam 
Pauncefot, with Johanna and Lora, his Sisters, are suing Brian de 
Brompton under Writ of Mori d'ancestre for land in Kinlet.^^ 

On July 14, 1269, the King gives to Brian de Brampton, for his 
praiseworthy services, custody of the Manor of Cruches (Crich, 



« Bot. Sundred. II, 81. 

» ThiB Will was sealed with the Tes- 
tator's Arms — ^Two Lions passant. — 

DugddUi't IVaiwcrip^ (AshmoL Library, 
YoL 39) seems to be an extract rather 
than the whole. Nevertheless I give it, 
as the Original is probably destroyed. I 
tliink that the Knight's bequest was of hif- 

IV. 



Distrier, his Sumpter-Horse and Bed, to 
the Monks of Malvern, together with his 
body. A Uteral construction of the above 
(whether it be Dugdale's abbreviation or 
the Original) would imply that the whole 
were to be buried with the deceased. 

"•■y Pat, 47 Hen. Ill, and 49 Hen. 
Ill, dor90, 

32 
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DerbyBliire)^ late Ankaret de Frcschvillo's^ deceased. Brian is to 
hold it^ according to the form of the Dictum de Kenilworth, till 
the Heir should be of age.^® At the Assizes of 1272, John de 
Kingeshend, as heir of Adam, his deceased Brother, sued Brian de 
Brompton, Nicholas and Juliana fitz Oliver and William fitz Walter, 
for a messuage, a virgate, and 14^ acres in Metone (Meaton). Brian 
de Brompton said that the Plaintiff had formerly withdrawn this 
auit before John de la Linde and other Justices. A search of the 
Bolls proved the truth of this, and of course the Plaintiff was non- 
suited.** 

In 1277, Brian de Brompton (iii) was living, but apparently too 
old for military service. Brian de Brompton, Junior, his Grand- 
son I suppose, was one of the five knights named by Sir Roger de 
Mortimer as ready to serve with him against Lewellyn ; — ^the muster 
to be at Worcester on July 1."*^ 

It was Brian de Brompton Senior, I presume, who on March 15, 
1282, being in company with the Prior of the Augustine Friars of 
Ludlow, and several Knights and other persons, saw, as the Annals 
of Worcester assure us, three Suns at Kinlet; one in the East, one 
in the West, and one (I suppose a real one) in the South.^^ 

The first wife of Sir Brian de Brompton (iii) was Emma, daugh- 
ter of Thomas Corbet, and Sister of Peter Corbet, successive Barons 
of Cans. This Lady died in 1284. Her WiU, bearing date at Bromp- 
ton, on August 1, 1284, is abridged by Dugdale. It runs aa fol- 
lows : — ^" I, Emma, wife of Sir Brian de Brompton, being of sound 
memory, commend my soul to God, and my body to be buried 
where my Lord (Sir Brian), and my brother. Sir Peter Corbet, shall 
wish. Item : — ^I bequeath all my movables to the disposal of these 
persons, viz. of my Lord, Sir Brian de Bromton, and of Sir Walter 
de Bromton.'* 

This Will was sealed with a Seal containing two Shields of Arms. 
On the Dexter shield were two Lions Passant (the arms of Bromp- 
ton); on the Sinister Shield were also two Lions Passant, but a label 
of three points over all.** 



» PaietU. 53 Hen. HI. 

* Anixes, 56 Hen. Ill, m. 11 dorao. 
It 18 Bingolar that on the sixth membrane 
of the Assize Boll of John de la Lynde 
(at Salop» in 1267), we find the very trial 
referred to, but with a little variation. 
The names given are John de Kimg^h- 
fnede, Nicholas fitz Oliver de le Bo^m, and 



ITa?^ fitz Walter. Instead of 14i acres 
of land, 20 acres of Bo90 are mentioned. 
Bogcr de Hauberdin was Surety for the 
retracting Plaintiff. 

« Parliamentary Write, I, 205. 

*^ AngUa Sacra, I, 506. 

^3 Dugdale's MSS. {ui e^pra), vol 89, 
fo. 80, b. 
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After the decease of Emma Corbet^ the aged Sir Brian remarried. 
The name of his second wife was Sara^ but of what family she was^ 
I cannot say. It was probably in anticipation of his immediate 
death that Sir Brian made his last Will and Testament^ dated on 
Sunday, July 27, 1287. Thereby he bequeaths " his body to be 
buried in the Chapel of the Blessed Virgin, in the Monastery of 
Wigmore, near the tomb of his Mother, Alice.'* He appoints his 
eldest son (filium meum primogenitum). Sir Walter, and Sir Peter 
Corbet, his Executors; but his wife. Dame Sara, and his son, 
" Brother Hugh,*' are to superintend the said Executors, and no- 
thing of consequence {nihU n&talMe) is to be done without the 
counsel and consent of these superintendents.^ 

Sir Walter db Brompton now succeeded his Father, Sir Brian. 
A Charter of his, wherein he styles himself " Walter de Bromton, 
Knight, Lord of Bocton,*' bears date at Ludlow, in 16 Edw. I (i. e 
between November, 1287, and November, 1288).** 

In the following year (17 Edw. I), Walter de Bromton and John 
de Bromton, Knights, together with Richard de la Bane, acknow- 
ledge their joint obligation to repay 40*. of the money received on 
loan from Laurence de Ludlowe, on the 1st of August, 1289, at hia 
House in Ludlowe.*^ We learn from anoth^ Deed that Sara, widow 
of Sir Brian de Bromton, released to Sir Walter de Bromton, all 
claim of dower in Bromton, Stanage, Stowe, Weston, Ayeston 
(Aston, Herefordshire), and Idesberie, so that she might have Kin- 
lett, and a tenement in the New Park at Knowle, and a Salt-rent at 
Wich, for her dower.** We know from an Inquisition of a much 
later date that Sara, widow of Brian de Brompton, retained Kinlet 
till her death.*7 

Sir Walter de Brompton seems to have died between the years 
1289 and 1292. His successor was a fourth — 

Sir Brian be Brompton, whom I should have supposed to have 
been his Brother, were it not for a piece of evidence which con- 
vinces me that he was his Son. — ^The Mother's name of Sir Brian 
(iv) was Joane, not Emma or Sara, so that it is elear that he was 
not a son of Sir Brian (iii), consequently not Brother of Sir Walter. 
In 21 Edw. I (1292-8), the above-named Joane, whom I take to 
have been Widow of Sir Walter de Brompton, having an estate 
called Ewellye of her own inheritance, having also Idesberie as her 



» Dugdalc'a MSS. {ut supra), vol. 39, 
fo. 80. 



4» . 45 . 46 Dugdale'8 MSS. {ui tupra). 
*7 Ia(iuuUioH8, 2 Edw. II, No. 62. 
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dower, covenants with " her Son, Brian de Brompton'^ not to alie- 
nate Ewellye.^ 

In 22 Edward I (1293-4) we are told that Brian de Brompton 
paid his Relief to two of his Suzerains, viz. £60. to Edmund de 
Mortimer, of Wigmore, and £10. to the Earl of Warwick*® (then 
William de Beauchamp), but what he held of the said Earl we are 
not informed. 

I have assumed above that this Brian de Brompton was he who 
served under Boger de Mortimer in 1277. He had otherwise oc- 
curred in the lifetime of his Father and Grandfather, if the verdict 
of a local Jury may be taken as correct. Apparently he had held, 
in 1284, some land near Kinlet, perhaps by feoffment of his Grand- 
father. At all events he was stated by the Jurors of Stottesden 
Hundred, in 1292, to have appropriated three acres of the King's 
Fee in the Manor of Stottesden eight years previously. The value 
of the land was Is. per antmm. Brian had also, said the Jurors, 
enclosed two years previously a high-road which led from Chorley 
towards Strongeford, Kynlet, Kidderminster, and Worcester. As 
to the first charge, Brian replied that Stottesden was in possession 
of John de S^rave, who might sue him if he chose. As to the 
road, he said that a straighter and more convenient road was still 
open. This the Jurors denied. The old road was therefore ordered 
to be reopened, and Brian was in misericordid^^ 

On December 28, 1294, Brian de Brompton, the last of the elder 
male line of his House, was deceased. A Writ of Diem claugit ex- 
tremum was issued on the said day by Edward I, then at Aberoon- 
way. The Jurors who reported his Shropshire Tenures on Februaiy 
28, 1295, said that he had held twenty acres of the King in capite 
in Kinlet Park, by service of a twentieth part of a Knight's Fee, 
that he had done homage to the King for the said Tenure, which 
was worth 6s, per annum?^ It was this holding evidently which 
had induced the Writ of Diem clausit extremum. The land in ques- 
tion had probably been thrown into Kinlet Park at a very remote 
period, having been originally a portion of Stottesden. The de- 
ceased, continued the Jurors, had held three acres (value \s, per 
annum) in the same Park, of the King and of the Fee of Stottes- 



«•« Blakeway's MSS. The Earl of 
Warwick was at this time Guardian of 
Hugh de Mortimer of Richard's Castle, 
under whom the Bromptons held Stanage. 

" FlacUa Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 20. 



" Inquisitions, 23 Edw. I, No. 136.— 
Collins {Peerage, VoL IV, p. 232) says 
that Brian de Brompton died May 19. 
1293, but this is impossible, as his youngest 
daughter was bom nineteen months later. 
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den, but by service of giving the Lord of Stottesden a doe yearly. 
Several other Manors held by the deceased are valued, but Kinlet 
itself is omitted, being probably still held in dower by Sara, widow 
of the Deoeased^s Grandfather. The deceased lefl; two daughters, 
his Coheirs ; — ^the elder, Margaret, bom October 27, 1293, was now 
little more than a year old ; the younger, Elizabeth, bom December 
16, 1294, was less than three months old. 

It is astonishing, when we look at the great Estates of the Bromp- 
tons, that a single tenure in capite of 20 acres, by knights^-servioe, 
should have entitled the Crown to a control over all. An Escheator's 
Boll of 1294-5 carefully records the fact that ^^ land in Kynlet Park, 
Salop, late Brian de Brompton^s, viz. 20 acres, is held of the King 
in cqpUe for a twentieth part of a knighfs-fee.^'^^ This gave the 
Eang a right to dispose of the daughters of the last Brian de Bromp- 
ton in Marriage. Mai^aret, not yet three years of age, was thus 
bestowed by Patent, dated June 21, 1296.^ The King gave her in 
marriage to " his beloved Clerk,^^ Malcolm de Harley, for the behoof 
of Robert de Harley, nephew of the said Malcolm, and son of that 
Richard de Harley whom I have so often mentioned in these pages 
as husband of the Heiress of Willey. In 1300 I find mention of 
the death of one John de Brompton^ said to have held of the heir of 
Walter de Brompton then a ward of the Crown.^ This John was, 
I think, brother of Sir Walter, and his tenure in 1300 was, strictly 
speaking, imder the Granddaughters and coheirs of the said Walter. 
At all events the Escheator ultra Trent was ordered to seize his lands 
for the King, as having his Suzerain or Suzerains in custody. A 
King's Writ of October 10, 1304, orders the Escheator ultra Trent 
to extend or value all lands, seized into the King's hand and for- 
merly held by Brian de Brompton, deceased. An extent of Kinlet 
was consequently taken on Dec. 5. A messuage and garden. Water- 
Mill, two carucate8y or 120 acres, of land worth 20«. per annum, at 
2d. per acre, a carucate of land newly brought into cultivation by 
Walter Hakelut, a Park containing 100 acres (reckoned by the 
short hundred), — ^these were some of the items which realized a total 
annual value of j£l4. 12«. 9(2. The principal Tenants in the Manor 
were John de Ardeme, John Bernard, Roger de Bradeleye, William 
de Wynnewode, and Thomas de Elnecote." A Feodary, drawn up 
after the death of Edmund de Mortimer, viz. on 10 Feb. 1305, re- 

« Z»r«y*# QiK**/.— Escheats 22 Rnd 23 " Oriffinalia, T, 110. 



£dw. I. 

« Patent. 24 Kdw. T, nub die. 



» InquisUions, 33 Edw. I, No. 78. 
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cords that Brian de Brompton held or had held 1 fee in Biompton, 
§ fee in Pedwardine and Meton^ 1 fee in Kinlet and Foxcote^ and 1 
fee in Boucton of Mortimer's Barony.** 

Other Inquisitions as to the Brompton Estates were taken inpur- 
suaace of an order by Edward II, dated 28 Nov., 1808. One of 
these is nearly illegible, but mentions Sarra de Foxcot and John 
Vicar of Kinlet, as holding lands in that Manor. Another values 
the Manor at £26. 9^. Id, per annum. A third values 23 acres in 
Kinlet Park at 78, Sd, per annum.^'^ 

A Writ of King Edward IPs followed these Inquests, reciting 
that Margaret, wife of B/Obert de Harley, was now of full age (she 
must have been under sixteen), and ordering the Escheator to give 
her and her husband full seizin of the following, viz. the Manor of 
Brompton, the Hamlet of Weston, the Manor of Bucton, 33«. rent 
in Stowe, all in the Marshes of Wales, certain land in Kinlet Park, 
Salop, and the Manor of Ashton, in Herefordshire.^ Hence came 
it to pass that in the begimiing of the present Century, Brompton 
Bryan was in the hands of Edward Harley, Earl of Oxford and 
Mortimer, as the lineal descendant of Bobert de Harley and Mar- 
garet de Brompton. 

I should now say something of Elizabeth, the other Coheiress of 
De Brompton. King Edward I, before the year 1300, entrusted 
Edmund de Cornwall with custody of aU or great part of the lands, 
late Brian de Brompton^s, till the heirs should be of full age. In 
consequence of this grant, Edmund de Cornwall was, in 1300, and 
afterwards, empowered to levy Scutage on the Tenants of these Es- 
tates for several Armies of Scotland.^* This Edmund was the eldest 
son of Eichard de Cornwall, which Richard was an illegitimate^ son 
of Bichard, Earl of Cornwall and King of the Romans, the illus- 
trious Brother of King Henry III. Edmund de Cornwall, having 
then this general custody of the Brompton estates, married Eliza- 



" InguuiHons, 82 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 
57 InquisUions, 2 Edw. II, No. 62. 
^ Rot. Clawt. 2 Edw. II, m. 10. 
» ParUamerUary Writs, III, 456. 
w This word, though undoubtedly cor- 
rect, once created a ferment. The use 



younger son of lUchard de ComwaD. The 
proo& offered for Bichard de Cornwall's 
legitimacy seem to be that Edmund Earl 
of Cornwall called one of the said Bich- 
ard's sons ** Nephew ;'* and King Edward 
II called another son " Cousin," — whidi 



thereof^ by Thomas Milles, in liis Cata- I are no proofs at all. Mr. Blakeway, who 



logue of Honour (Bret published in 1610), 
^avo great offence to Sir Thomas Cornwall, 
proviucially known as the " Great Baron," 
who was descended from Gooffiney, a 



states the whole question faUy, quotes a 
c\mou8 and angry lettar on the subject, by 
Sir Thomas Cornwall, to Augustine Vin- 
ocnt, dated Oct. 25, 1623. 
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beth the youngest Coheir, and on Dec. 7, 1309, did homage to 
King Edward II for her purparty thereof. King Edward II, order- 
ing that Edmund de Cornwall should have power to collect the ar- 
rears of such Scutages as he was entitled to as aforesaid, calls him 
his beloved Cousin.^^ I here suspend a narrative which would in- 
volve many forther details before I could arrive at the mode in which 
partition of the Brompton estates was ultimately settled between the 
Coheirs. Suffice it to say that while the Feodary of 1316 gives 
Edmund de Cornwall as Joint Lord of Ashton (Herefordshire) and 
of Idbury, Foxcote, and other estates in Oxfordshire, it treats the 
Manor of Kinlet as if it were still in the hands of the Lord Para- 
moont, — Roger de Mortimer.^^ Nevertheless Kinlet, as held under 
Mortimer, was wholly allotted, previously or subsequently, to the 
purparty of Elizabeth, wife of Edmund de Cornwall, and so descended 
to her heirs. 

Of Undertenants in Kinlet, very few notices occur, and those 
have been in great part already given in connection with the history 
of the Mesne-Lords. In 1252 I find Walter fitz Nicholas, of Kinlet, 
fining I merk for some Writ.** 

THE CHUECH. 

The French Chronicle of Wigmore gives us the first information 
about Kinlet Church, saying that John de Brompton gave it to 
that Abbey.** If this was so, the gift took place probably soon after 
1179. The same Chronicle, a little lower down, names the Church 
of Kynleth, apparently among those given to the Abbey by Hugh 
de Mortimer.** He, as we have seen, died in 1181. There is little 
of contradiction in these statements, for the Grant of an Advowson 
usually necessitated the concurrence of the Seignoral Lord. 

From Sunday, April 16, to Tuesday, April 18, 1290, Bishop 
Swinfield, then visiting his Diocese, was at Kinlet. The Abbot of 
Wigmore, Rector of Kinlet as he is called, supplied corn, and fuel 
for baking bread, to the Bishop's Suite, besides forage and litter for 
the thirty-six horses of his train. The party had to send to Kidder- 
minster for other provisions. Their purveyor paid Id. to the Guide, 
who may be supposed to have led him through the Forest of Wyre, 
and 4d. for crossing and recrossing the Severn by a ferry. A matter 
of fiff greater interest is associated with Bishop Swinfield's visit to 



^ ParUamentaiy Writt, III, 448. 
" Ibidem, IV, 398. 
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Kinlet. — He probably employed the time in writing his famous letter 
to Pope Nicholas IV, alleging the Miracles which had been per- 
formed at the tomb of his Predecessor, Cantilupe, and soliciting the 
Canonization of that Prelate. His letter bears date at Kinlet on 
the 18th, but its prayer was not complied with till May, 1320, when 
another Bishop occupied the See of Hereford, another King the 
throne of England, and another Pope the Chair of St. Peter.^ 

In 1291 the Church of Kynleth (that is, the Rectory thereof) is 
set down as the Abbot of Wigmore's, and valued at ^10. The Por- 
tion of the Vicar in the same was less than £4:.^ 

In 1341 the Assessors of the Ninth, quoting the Church-Taxa- 
tion as .€10., charged the Parish £5. lOs. for the ninth of its wheat, 
wool, and lamb. The reasons of the diminution were, — because the 
Abbot of Wigmore, Rector of the Church, had two carucates of 
land, his glebe as it were, of the annual value of £6. 68. Sd. Also 
the tithes of hay, oblations, and small tithes were worth £3. Is. 44.^ 

In 1534-5 the preferment of Thomas Mason, Vicar of Kynlett, 
was valued at £S. lOs., in glebe and Tithes, a sum chaigeable with 
78. 8rf., for Procurations and Synodals.^® The Abbot of Wigmore's 
cotemporary return does not specifically acknowledge the receipt of 
any great tithes &om Kinlet. It is probable however that his re- 
ceipts in the way of tithes from Kinlet are included in the total of 
c£16. 16^.^ said to arise from '^Cleobury Mortimer, Neen MoueD, 
and Morehall."«» 

EABLY INC0MBENTS.7O 

The Abbot and Convent of Wigmoie exerciBed the right of patronage in each of the 
undermentioned cases, except where the contrary is expressed. 

William Philippe, — presented May 28, 1288. 

John de Monstreworth, Priest, — presented June 22, 1296. 
The Bishop institutes him 8tu) periculo, and saving the right of any 
other. His Predecessor, it appears, had entered upon a Monastic 



» Household BoU, pp. 76, 76. Ab- 
stract and Illustrations olxxy to clxxxiy. 

^ Pope Nich» Taxation, p. 166. De- 
canatus de Stottesdone. 

^ Inquisitiones Nonarum, p. 191. The 
Assessors took it for granted that items 
now realizing £8. Sff. had gone to make up 
the Church Taxation of £10., and they 
allowed a proportionate deduction of 



£4. lOf. in estimating the Ninth. They 
were evidently deoeived, for the Taxation 
of £10. was not the full value of the 
Church. 
» Valor i:ccleiiatium9,UJ^ ill, 
• Supra, p. 227. — Moor>HaIl was cer- 
tainly in Kinlet Parish. 
^ From Blakeway's MSS. 
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life in Hauglimond Abbey^ but had not yet passed his year of pro- 
bation^ nor been fiilly professed. 

Richard Judas^ of Turpliton (Trippleton), Priest, — ^presented 
August 16, 1312. 

William lb Cabboneb, — presented January 19, 1315. On De- 
cember 27, 1320, the Bishop suspends William le Colliare from his 
Ministrations, as an illiterate person, having an incurable bodily 
disease, and a defect in his eye-sight. John de XJnderdele was 
appointed his Coadjutor, but, Colliare resisting that appointment, 
the Bishop names his Official, Master R. de Yemoun, as Commis- 
sary in a suit against Colliare for disobedience in comporting him- 
self as Vicar of Kynlet. On April 14, 1331, Sir William de Falowe 
is made Curator and Coadjutor to Coliare, and he dying in 1331, 
Sir William de Wynewood, Priest, is appointed Curator on June 11. 

Sib John Upintoupe, presented Oct. 18, 1331. 

Sib John de Postes, presented Nov. 25, 1343. 

Sib John Halppeny, of Shrewsbury, Priest, presented Nov. 13, 
1349. (Patron, — the Bishop, by lapse.) He resigned in 1374, and 
on Feb. 10— 

Richabd Bbahttll, or Bubhill, late Vicar of Wolverley (Dioc. 
Wygom.) was instituted. On his resignation — 

Sib John Pubslowb, late Vicar of Caynham, succeeds,- — ^being 
instituted January 24, 1388. Sir John Passelawe resigned Sept. 
29, 1399, when— 

Sib John Mebsche, or Mabch, was instituted. He resigned in 
1405. 

FOXCOTE. 

This was apparently that member of Eanlet which Hc^er de Fox- 
cote has been mentioned as holding under De Brompton in 1255.*^ 
The same Roger was a Juror on the Inquest, which stated the said 
Tenure. In the same year he is amerced half a merk for unjust de- 
tention J^ He also attests a Higley Deed in 1271. Soon after this 
William de Foxcote occurs as a local witness. 

In May, 1284, William de Foxcote and Alice his wife. Plaintiffs, 
acknowledge by Fine their gift to Soger de Foxcote and Constance 
his wife of a messuage and carucate of land in Foxcote, whereof was 
a plea of convention. Boger and Constance in return concede the 



'» Supns pp. 248-9. 

72 Roi. Pip. 39 Hen. HI. Salop. Qec 
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premises to William and Alice for their lives, at a Boae-rent, with 
remainder to themselves and the heirs of Rc^er. 

WiUiam de Foxcote was still living and a witness of local deeds 
in 1293 and 1296. 

■ 

BBADIaBY. 

At the Assizes of 1272 John Pauncefot, as heir of his deceased 
Uncle {avunculi) Herbert de Gerys, sued Brian de Brompton, as 
withholding from him two vii^ates in Bradeleg. Brian got judg- 
ment on the ground that Herbert de Gerys had only been Tenant- 
at- Will of Brian de Brompton, the Defendant's Father.'' 

UPPBE AND LOWEB MEATON. 

An estate in Great Metene was in 1281 held under Brian de 
Brompton by Adam de Kyngeshemede^ nephew and heir of another 
Adam. Roger de Mortimer^ Senior^ required the services due on 
this land from the Tenant in possession^ not from the Mesne Lord, 
and distrained for the same. The said services were due on a mes- 
suage and virgate^ and were in the proportion of 1^ J. when a scutage 
of 40s. per knight's-fee was being collected. Adam de Kyngeshe- 
mede now sued Brian de Brompton as Mesne Lord^ to acquit him 
of all such liability to the Lord Paramount. By a Fine levied in 
Easter Term^ 1281^ Brian engages so to do^ and acknowledges the 
right of Adam in the said Tenement as heir to his Unde^ and as 
holding the same by 4d. rent. Adam in return remits all damages 
arising out of the distress aforesaid.'* 



Babem^. 



This introduces to our notice a series of six Manors in Condetret 
Hundred^ which, at the time of Domesday, were held by Ralph de 
Mortemer, not of the King, but of the Norman Earl. — " The same 
Radulf (de Mortemer) holds (of the Earl) Barbingi, and Fech (holds 



^ AsnzeSy 56 Hen. Ill, m. 13 dorso. 
7* Pedes JFinium, 9 Edw. I. Salop. 
Some previous transactions reUtire to this 



tenure in Meaton have been detailed above 
(p. 250). Adam de Kyngeahemede, here 
named, waa son of John, brother of Adam. 



BAVENEY. 259 

it) of him. Alsi and Fech held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors. 
Here is half a hide. One virgate of these two (virgates comprised 
in half a hide) used to lie in Claiberie. Here now ii Radmans and 
II Boors have one ox- team. The former value (of the Manor) was 
10*. : its present value is 6s "^ The distinction between the two 
virgates which composed this Manor was probably thus notified be- 
cause Cleobury Mortimer was now held in capite of the King. The 
original Manor of Cleobury had therefore lost a virgate. Of Fech 
the Saxon I have already spoken under Mawley. He had been Lord 
of the WcHTcestershire Manor of Broc^ but Mortimer held that at 
Domesday, and apparently Fech was no longer interested there as 
Tenant. Baveney came to be held under Mortimer by a family 
called De Bibbesford^ being also Mortimer's Feoffees at Bibbesford 
in Worcestershire. Of these the first who occurs is Simon de Bib- 
befard^ that Seneschal of Boger de Mortimer who in 1179 was in- 
volved in his Lord's concern with the death of Cadwallan^ Prince of 
Wales.^ Again Henry and Tristram de Bibbeford occur in Morti- 
mer's affairs in Nov. 1221^ as we shall presently see under Higley. 
Again, Henry de Bibbesford, or Bipeford, occurs in 1235 and about 
1240, as holding three parts of a knight's-fee in Bibbesford under 
Balph de Mortimer.^ On November 7, 1246, Simon de Bibeford 
occurs on an inquest at Higley,'^ and in or about March, 1259, the 
same person was appointed a Justice for the Gaol-delivery of Salop 
and Brug.^ Between 1268 and 1274 Henry de Bibbesford attests 
a Worcestershire Deed.^ William de Bardeley^ who died in 1295, 
held a Tenement in Balbeneye under Sir Henry de Bibbeford at a 
rent of 2d J This same Sir Henry was apparently he who, on the 
death of Edmund de Mortimer, in 1304^ was holding Babbeney by 
service of a third part of a knight's-fee,^ and who, on the 1st of De- 
cember, 1310, presented Simon de Bibbesford to Bibbesford Church.' 
Baveney passed eventually &om this family to the Foxcotes, but the 
Bibbesfords remained at Bibbesford some generations longer. 
Baveney was and is in the Parish of Neen Savage. 

* Domesday, fo. 257, a, 1. i * Nash's Wopccstorehire, U, 270. 
' Supra, p. 206. ' Supra, p. 180. 

8 Testa de Nevill, pp. 40, 41, 42. I « InquisUions, 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 

* InqwsUions, 31 Hen. in, No. 12. » Nash, IT, 273. 

* Supra, Vol. I, p. 280. 
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^'The same Radulf (de Mortimer) holds Catescliealeie (of the 
Earl) and Ulf (holds it) of him. Edric held it (in Saxon times). 
Here is half a hide. In demesne is i ox-team and (there are) ii 
Neat-herds^ i Villain^ and ii Boors^ with one team. Its old value 
was 6s. 6d. (per annum) : now it is worth Ss} 

Ulf it appears had been Saxon Lord of Isom-bridge in North 
Shropshire^ had been ousted from thence by Mortimer before Domes- 
day, and placed at Catsley. He soon afterwards made way at Cats- 
ley for the Lingens^ the allied descendants of that Turstin de Wig- 
more whom I have before mentioned. In 1240 William de Forda 
and Thomas de Bardeleg are said to hold half a fee in Cathesl^ of 
Balph de Mortimer.^ The tenure was not sine medio, as we shall 
|tresently see. 

In 1255 William de la Forde and William de Bardeley are set 
down as joint Lords of Catekesle^ holding the same of John de Lyn- 
gayne for a rent of 20s, per annum. The Manor was half a hide (as 
at Domesday), did suit to the Hundred but not to the County, and 
paid 2d. Stretward and 4^. Motfee,^ Here the Seigneury of Mor- 
timer over Lingen is omitted to be mentioned. William de Bard- 
ley, one of the joint Lords, was son and heir apparent of Thomas de 
Bardley, having I suppose obtained a transfer of* this estate from 
his Father, who lived till 1278. I have already said all that I know 
of their further concerns in this neighbourhood.^ 

Catsley was and is in the parish of Kinlet, but, as we have seen, 
was manorially independent. 



»tfllep. 



Domesday thus describes this Manor : — " The same Badulf (de 

> Domesday, fo. 257, a, 1. » Roi. Hundred. II, «X. 

2 Testa de NevUl, p. 46. * Supra, p. 179. 
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Mortemer) holds Hugelei (of the Earl) . The CoonteBS Godeva held 
it (in Saxon times) . Here are iii hides geldable. In demesne there 
is one ox-team and a half; and vi Villains^ vi Boors^ and i Bad- 
man have two teams and a half. Still there might be ii additional 
teams. Here is a wood which will fatten xxxvi swine. In time of 
King Edward^ the Manor was worth 15a. (annually) ; afterwards it 
was worth 3*. ; now it is worth 18*.^'* 

Of the Countess Godeva I have spoken under Chetton.^ We here 
may notice the almost waste condition in which a Manor of the 
Mercian Earls seems to have passed to the hands of the Normans. 

In the time of Henry II this Manor was held under Mortimer 
by one William de Hugley. This William had a son Helias and 
four daughters. Helias de Hugley^ living in and after 1194^ was 
deceased in 1203 without issue^ so that his four Sisters or their Re- 
presentatives became his heirs. These Sisters were^ (1) Cecilia wife 
of * * * de Wudeton, (2) a Sister unnamed^ but wife of * * * de 
Burley^ (3) another Sister unnamed^ and whose husband is also un- 
named^ but whose daughter^ commonly called Margery de Chabbe- 
nore^ was the wife of Thomas fitz Odo^ (4) Sibil who^ being uni- 
formly styled Sibil de Hugley^ was perhaps never married. How 
Higley was at first divided among these Coheiresses I cannot say^ 
but certain it is that one complete moiety went to Sibil. Sibil^ evi- 
dently single at the time^ occurs in 1203^ as essoigrdng her attend- 
ance at the County Assizes under the common summons^ When 
the next Assizes were held^ viz. in November^ 1221^ Sibil de Hugley 
had been more than a year deceased^ and without issue; and her 
estate (a moiety of Higley) came to be litigated among the repre- 
sentatives of her three Sisters^ each claimant asserting a title to one 
sixth of the whole Manor. The proceedings are rendered rather 
complex by the circumstance that Hugh de Mortimer^ as Seigneural 
Lord, affected to settle the matter in his own Court. The details 
of the litigation may with these prefatory remarks speak for them- 
selves. — ^William de Burley and Margery de Chabenoure, nephew 
and niece of Sibil de Hugley, had entered a suit of mart d'ancestre 
against Robert de Wunerton (Wodeton) for half the vill of Hugley 
of which they alleged their said Aunt to have died seized. William 
de Burley now withdrew from the suit, but being called into Court 
was pronounced, with his sureties, to be tn misericordid. The trial 
proceeded on Margery^s part, but the Defendant here showed that 



* Domeadatfj fo. 257, a, 1. 
» 8upra> Vol. I, p. 165. 
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he was not seized of the premises^ but was himself ui^ging a suit of 
navel desseizin agaiiist Hugh de Mortimer^ who had deprived him 
thereof. The Court decided that the present Suit should await the 
issue of the other> The other suit was tried later at the Assizes^ 
and the Record thereof is a most instructive document.^ — 

Robert de Wittim (Wodeton) sued Hugh de Mortimer^ Henry 
de Bibbeford^ William de Burley^ Tristram de Bibbefbrd^ Thomas 
Clerk^ and Nicholas de Emewude for disseizing him of his firee 
tenement in Hugley. The Defendants having said nothing why 
the trial should not proceed, the Jurors found as follows : — " That 
when Sibil^ youngest daughter of William de Hugley, died^ she 
having had a fourth part of the inheritance of her brother Helias, 
and so dying without issue, Robert de Witton (as being son of 
William de Witton, Clerk, son of Cecilia, eldest sister of Sibil) and 
William Bumel (read Burley) and Margery de Chabbenour, with 
Christiana her Sister, being descended fix)m the two other Sisters 
of Sibil, went to Hugh de Mortimer, the Chief Lord, to Wigmore, 
and proposed to give the said Hugh 80 merks as their joint Fine 
for Sibil^s inheritance : — that Robert de Witton asserted on that 
occasion that he had never yet received an equitable share under 
the former apportionment (viz. on Helias de Hugley's death) ; for 
that while the other Coparceners had had 2 carucatea of land 
apiece he had had but one, and he wanted computation to be made, 
and his loss under the first division to be recompensed now : — ^that 
to this William de Burley, Mai^ery, and Christiana objected, saying 
that the present division was the only matter to be settled ; — ^that, 
Robert de Witton persisting in his demand for a general compu- 
taiion^ Hugh de Mortimer gave them a day at Higley, and sent his 
Eaughts there to hear their computation^ but that no agreement 
could be arrived at ; — that then Robert de Witton went to Wig- 
more and fined 40 merks with Hugh de Mortimer that he might 
have seizin of the whole premises, and that Mortimer might receive 
his homage : all however on condition that he (Robert), being seized, 
should give their just shares to the other claimants according to 
the consideration of Hughes Court; — ^that Mortimer received his 
homage, and put him in seizin ; — that William de Burley and Mar- 
gery were present, and stiU persisted in ofiering their homage, 
which it seems was not taken, for Robert asserted his right to 



* Auizesy 6 Hen. Ill, m. 3. The Sure- 
tics of WiUiam de Burlay were Hugh de 
Seinton (Shineton), Roger Sprenghose, 



Herbert de Lothwic (Lutwyche) and The- 
mas do ChAbenour (son <tf Margery). 
^ Ibidem^ momb. 6. 
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do homage as the isaue of the eldest Sister; — that subsequently 
Robert de Witton went to Ireland and stayed there a year and 
more^ receiving meanwhile the issues (esplees) of the whole estate; 
— ^that on his return Mortimer and the other Defendants in 
the present trial went to Higley, qected him from the estate^ 
carried away his com^ etc/' ^' And/' added the Jurors^ on their 
oath^ '^ they knew not whether the ejection of one who had ob- 
tained ingress in the way stated was a disseizin or not; — that 
Mortimer had since restored to each Coparcener his or her share of 
the premises, and Robert de Witton had his share/' The Court 
reserved its judgment. 

Robert de Wudeton may have been a Minor at the time of 
Helias de Hugley's death, but his Father was living, and so it is 
difficult to account for the injustice alleged to have been differed 
in the original division. Mortimer's conduct in the present in- 
stance appears to have been both vigorous, sensible, and just. 
Whatever form the ultimate sentence of the Court took, it is evi- 
dent that the moiety of Higley thus litigated continued in three 
portions, each being a sixth of the whole Manor, but it appears 
that Robert de Witton and Margery de Chabbenour, at a subse- 
quent period, neglected to perform the capital services due on their 
shares, and that Mortimer ousted them both. Hence another liti- 
gation. — 

On Oct. 27, 1225, Margery de Chabenore and Robert de Witton 
name their Attorneys in the plea of land which they had against 
Hugh de Mortimer and others.^ On Jan. 26 (1226 as I suppose) 
Hugh de Mortimer essoigns himself in the plea of intrusion which 
Robert de Wudeton and Maj^ery de Chabenour had against him* 
A day was given to the parties, viz. Feb. .28.^ In the same term^ 
1226, Hugh de Mortimer (being attached to answer these Plaintifis 
as to wherefore he had intruded himself into a third part of half a 
Ejoighf s-fee in Hugele, which Robert de Wudeton claimed, and 
into one-sixth of a knight's-fee in the same, which parts the said 
Robert and Margery had on a previous occasion recovered against 
Mortimer before the Justices itinerant) appeared to the chaise* 
He acknowledged the previous recoveiy by the Plaintifiis, and con- 
ceded to them their seizin, saying that he claimed nothing thereof 
but the services due. The Court awarded to Robert de Wudeton 
such seizin of his third of a moiety of the Manor as he had for- 

' PlacUa, Mich. Term, 9 and 10 Hen. ^ PlaoUa tneerti iemporis BegU Jo' 
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merly recoyered. As to Mai^ry de Chabenour^s daim^ it appeared 
that^ in the Writ originally sued ont by her^ Richard de Middlehq[) 
and Ayice his wife were named as parties to her caase^ and should 
have been now present. This part of the matter was a4}oumed to 
May 10^ when the said Richard and Avice were to appear in Court. 
Meanwhile Margery's sixth share was to be in mawu, Regts.^ On 
May 10 it came out why Richard and Avice had not joined with 
Margery, who was, in fact, Avice's Mother. They claimed the 
impounded sixth as their own entirely, saying that Mai^ry had 
given all her right thereto in irank-marriage with Avice, and so 
they (Richard and Avice) had entered therein when Margery first 
recovered seizin. Margery now denied the alleged gift in frank- 
marriage, and demanded her seizin. She recovered it, and Richard 
de Middlehope was in miserieordid.^ 

At this juncture then, all that we can conclude about Higley is 
that it was divided into two moieties. The holder of the fiirst 
moiety has not appeared in these proceedings as such ; the second 
moiety was subdivided into three shares, held respectively by 
William de Burley, Robert de Wodeton, and Margery de Ghabbe- 
nur; for of Constancia, Margery's Sister, we have ceased to hear. 
We next find the Manor mentioned as if divided into two moieties 
only, of which Robert de Wodeton had one ; the other, after some 
litigation, was ceded to Roger de Burwardsley as heir thereof, but 
by what mode of descent it is difficult to conjecture. The &cts and 
appearances are these. In a deed already quoted, as of date about 
1225,^^ Philip de Burwardsley and Robert de Wodetun follow each 
other in the testing-clause of a deed in which it is difficult to dis- 
cover any interest of Robert de Wudeton, except that he may have 
been connected with some of the other parties : with Philip de Bur- 
wardsley, for instance. On the 80th of August, 1228, the King' 
appoints Justices to try a cause between Roger de Burwardsley 
and Ralph de Mortimer (of Wigmore), concerning a tenement in 
Huggele.^^ The Commission is renewed on May 10, 1229, the suit 
being described as one of mort d'ancestre,^^ which shows, as I have 
before suggested,^^ that Roger de Burwardsley must have claimed 
through his Mother; for Philip, his elder and probably half-brother, 
was living at the time. The Fine which resulted from this Suit 
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is dated Noy. 21, 1236, and purports to be between Ralph de 
Mortimer, Plaintiff^ and Roger de Burwardel, Tenant, of a carucate 
in Huggel', etc. Roger acknowledges the right of the Plaintiff, 
who in turn concedes the premises to Roger, to have and to hold 
to him and his heirs at a rent of one pair of white gloves or 
Irf. yearly at Easter, and by performance of forinsec services.^* 
Hence Robert de Wodeton (whom I find to have been Assessor of 
the King's Tallages in Shropshire in 1235) appears about 1240 as 
holding Huggeleg jointly with Roger de Burwardesley under Ralph 
de Mortimer, and by service of one knighf 8-fee.» I can traee no 
subsequent and continuous interest in Higley as inherited by the 
Coheirs of Roger de Burwardsley.^* 

In 1242 Robert de Wodeton has already appeared as a Justice 
for Gaol-delivery at Brug and Salop,^^ and in 1243 Robert de 
Wudinton figures as having been amerced 5 merks for transgression, 
and for not producing one for whom he was Surety.^^ It seems 
that the Seigneury of Robert de Wudeton's share of Higley had 
been assigned by Hugh de Mortimer, who died in 1227, as part of 
the dower of his (Hugh's) Mother Isabella. Hence perhaps it was 
that Isabella de Mortimer, in 1247, had fined 40*. "to have an In- 
quisition ;^*^' — for an Inquest taken in the Church of Huggele on 
November 7, 1246, stated (in reply to a Writ of Henry de Wing- 
ham, addressed to Sir William Hunaud, Escheator of Shropshire) 
that Robert de Wodeton had held half the Manor of Huggele by 
half a knight's-fee, under Isabella de Mortimer, to whom Hugh 
son of Roger de Mortimer, had assigned the same in dower. The 
Tenant-interest was valued at £7, lOs, per annumJ^ A King's 
Writ, on Dec. 9, 1246, recites accordingly that the King is assured 
that Hugh de Mortimer had assigned to Isabel, relict of Roger de 
Mortimer, dower in half a fee held by R. de Wudeton in Hugley ; 
and the Escheator is ordered to give custody thereof to the said 
Isabella.^^ 

Li 1255 Robert de Lacy appears as sole Lord of Hugele, but 
how it came to him I cannot say, unless it were that Amice, sole 



M Pedes Finium, 21 lien. Ill, Salop. 

** Testa de NevUl, p. 45. 

^ The BejsinB reappear with an estate 
here in the time of Edward II, which 
was then purchased hy Sir Walter de 
Beysin from Bohert de Beysin of Higley, 
evidently a Cadet of his House. As the 
Beysins were Coheirs of Burward.^oy 

IV. 34 



elsewhere, they may have derived their 
interest in Higley from the same source. 

^ Supra, A^ol. I, p. 278. 
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daughter and heir of Robert de Wodeton, was his wife. It con- 
tained two hides of land, geldable, — did Suit to County and to 
Hundred, and paid the SheriflF 8rf. for Stretward and 16cf. for 
Motfee. It was held of Roger de Mortimer by service of doing 
ward for one knight^ s-fee at Wigmore Castle in time of war, viz. 
for forty days.^^ 

I have spoken of Robert de Lacy under various relations and 
dates, viz. in 1256, 1262, and 1267.^ I shall hereafter have more 
to say of him. On August 22nd, 1268, he takes out a Writ of 
novel disseizin against Roger dc Mortimer concerning his tenement 
in Huggele,^ which I think to have been in the hands of the 
Suzerain, by reason of Lacy^s real or alleged disloyalty during the 
Barons' war. A second Patent, dated Oct 10, 1268^ declares that 
Robert de Lacy had faithfully adhered to the King during the late 
disturbances, and orders that he be not molested with any unjust 
suspicions, but have indemnity for all his losses.^* 

In August, 1271, apparently, " Amicia de Wodyntone, daughter 
of Robert formerly Lord of Wodyntone, in her widowhood, quit- 
claims to Roger de Mortimer her Manor of Huggeley, which she 
held of him. For this he gave her iSlOO. — Witnesses : Sirs Brian 
de Brompton, Ralph de Arraz, Hugh Bumel, Adam de Elmerugge, 
Walter de Mungomery, Stephen de Buterley, knights : William de 
Hampton, John le Poer of Rameslegh, Roger de Foxcote, Thomas 
de Bardelegh, Robert de Dodynton, Thomas de Northgrave.''^^ 

A Certificate by the same Lady, whom I conclude to have been 
Widow of Robert de Lacy, apprises her Tenants of Huggeley that 
she has made this transfer. It is dated at Gloucester, August 11, 
1271, and, I presume, fixes the date of the above Deed.^* 

By Deed dated at Kyngeslane in June, 1307, Roger de Morti- 
mer gives to Dame Margaret^ his Mother, the land of Kery and 
the Manor of Norton near Presthemede, while she renounces her 
dower in Hugleye and other places. From this time till 1816 I 
can find nothing of Higley. At the latter date Roger de Mortimer 
is set down as Lord of the Manor,^^ which confirms the above inti- 
mations of a previous and full reversion to the Seigneur. 

Brewood Fee. The White Nuns of Brewood had fix)m an early 
time a small estate at Higley. At the Assizes of November, 1221, 
Robert de Witton was found to have disseized the Prioress of 



^ Sot. Hundred. II, 81. 
^ Supra, p. 3 ; Vol. I, p. 281 ; aiid 
Vol. HI, p. 67. 
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St. Leonard of Brewud of a tenement in Huggele^ for which she 
recovered 11*. damages.^ In 1249 the Prioress of St. Leonard, 
is suing Brian de Brompton for levelling a stank in Huggeley.^' 
In 1291 the White Nuns of Breowode had half a virgate of land in 
Huggeleye yielding 6*. 8rf., and a mill rented at 16*. per annum.^ 
In 1535-6 the White-Ladies^ rents in Highley were returned at 
£\. 10*. Sd?^ In 1536-7 the same rents are stated to arise from 
a Messuage and Mill in Higsley.^^ 

Of Undertenants in Higley I have only one notice. At the 
Assizes of 1203 William de Kinetun and Petronilla, his wife, had 
asuitofmor/ d^ancestre against Ralph Himter [Venatorem) for a 
vii^ate in HugeP. Halph Hunter at first appeared not, but after- 
wards came and showed that he was a Tenant in villainage under 
Sibil fitz William, whose demesne the said virgate was.^ Sibil 
fitz William, I need hardly point out, was the Coheiress who has 
been named above as Sibil de Hugley. 

THE CHTJECH. 

There was a Church here early in the twelfth century, though. 
Domesday does not mention one in the eleventh. Between the 
years 1143 and 1148 the Lord of Higley, that is, Hugh de Mor- 
timer's FeoflTee there, at the request of the said Hugh, gave the 
Church of Huggeley to certain Augustine Canons then settled at 
Shobdon under their Prior Robert, and one day enjoying the 
patronage, another day suffering from the persecution of Mortimer. 
This gift took place at a great assembly at Leominster presided 
over by Robert de Betun, Bishop of Hereford.^ Though Mor- 
timer's fit of piety soon passed away, the gift of the Lord of Higley 
endured, and when, in 1179, the Shobdon Canons definitely settled 
at Wigmore, Mortimer confirmed Higley Church to the Abbey .^^ 

So the Church'Taxation of 1291 says that the Church of Hug- 
leye in the Deanery of Stottesden is the Abbot of Wigmore's, and 
is worth £2. 13*. 4rf. per annum?^ The Inquisition of 1341 quotes 
this Taxation and assesses the Parish at 22*. to the Ninth, The Tax- 
ation involved 17*. for glebe and rents and 13*. 2d, for small tithes ; 
items which swelled the Church Taxation, but indicated no value 



* AssizeSy 6 Hen. Ill, m. 7. 
» Patenty 33 Hen. Ill, darso. 
» Pope Nich, Taxation, p. 162. 
'• Valor Ecclesiasticut, III, 193. 
» Monasiuton, V, 731. 
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as regarded the present assessment. The non-cultivation of a 
great part of the Parish was another ground for reduction.'^ The 
Valor of 1534-5 gives the preferment of Thomaa Rusbury, Vicar 
of Higley^ as worth £7. in tithes. This sum was chai^eable with 
Is, for Archdeacon's Synodals^ and £1 . as a pension to the Abbot of 
Wigmore^ a composition^ it would seem^ for his Rectorial rights.^ 
The due is acknowledged in the Abbot of Wigmore's Account of 
his receipts,*® as also in the Ministers^ Accounts of 1539-40.^ 

EAJILY INCUMBENTS .« 

Nicholas de Oxon, Deacon ; — instituted to Huffefeld 15 March, 
1279. Patrons : the Abbot and Convent of Wigmore. 

Philip de la Lowe, Deacon; — instituted 23 Dec., 1312. Same 
Patrons. 

John de Stepelton resigns this Vicarage 23 Dec., 1328, ex- 
changing with— 

Walter Bres, Priest, late Perpetual Vicar of Wiggemor. 

Sir Walter de Bollynghope, resigns this Living 5 Feb., 1351, 
and — 

Sir William de Poundre, Priest, is instituted thereto. Same 
Patrons. 

William de la Wall; — instituted 13 Dec., 1369. Same Patrons. 

Sir John Long, exchanges this Living 23 Nov., 1390, with — 

Richard Odam, late Vicar of Stoke St. Milburg. 

Sir John Palmer was instituted here 26 Nov., 1392, and on 
25 Aug., 1397, exchanges with — 

Sir Hugh David, late Vicar of Holmere, in the Deanery of 
Hereford. 

John Harris resigns this Living 9 Nov., 1401, exchanging 
with — 

Richard Goderich, late Incumbent of Momele (Heref. Dioc.). 
Same Patrons. 

V Inquis. Nonarum, p. 190. ^ Momuticon, YI, 366. 

»'» Valor EccUsiasiicuM, HI, 211, ^> From Blakeway's MSS. 
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This Township of Stottesden Parish^ was once a distinct Manor, 
thus described in Domesday .• — " The same Radulf (de M ortemer) 
holds Ovretone and Ingelrann (holds it) of him. Edric held it (in 
Saxon times). Here are two hides. In demesne there is one ox- 
team, and (there are) ii Neat-herds, iii Villains, and ii Boors, with 
one team. Its former and present value was and is 20^.^'^ This 
Manor, like others held by Ingelrann at Domesday, and by Edric 
Savage before Domesday, came afterwards to the Savages, or rather 
I find it first in the hands of one of their representatives, one who, 
I think^ very possibly married a Sister and Coheir of the second 
Adam le Savage. Bichard de Overton has already been mentioned 
as a Fisor of works at Brug Castle in 1193,^ the period at which 
his presumed brother-in-law occupied a prominent position in 
County affairs. In 1198, Richard de Overton was amerced half a 
merk for disseizin. The same Bichard has further occurred in 1199 
as Tenant of, and as buying off, for 15^., a counter claim on, a vir- 
gate in Overton, viz. the daim of Warin de Middleton.' A cotem- 
porary Fine purports to be between Bichard fitz Eiltrop, Plaintiff, 
and Warin fitz Hamon, Tenant, of twelve acres in Overton, whereof 
was recognition of Grand Assize. Warin conceded the premises to 
Bichard, receiving a sum of 15^.^ It is most probable that we have 
in these two fines the same parties, but described first by their local 
and then by their patronymic names. In November, 1208, we have 
Bichard de Overton mentioned in connection with Corley. A Hugh 
de Overton, probably of this family, has been named as occurring 
at the Assizes of November, 1221,'' but Geoffrey de Overton, a 
Knight and Grand Juror on the same occasion, was more surely 
head of his house. The same Geoffrey was one of the Visors of the 
Shropshire Forests in 1235.* 

In October, 1237, this Geoffrey attended as Juror in a great 
Shropshire cause, heard before the King at Worcester, and in No- 
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»•' Supra, Vol. I, pp. 256, 195. 
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vember, 1240^ he was himself commissioned, with three others, to 
act as Justiciars in a particular suit. About this time he is set 
down as holding a Enight^s Fee in Overton, Eudon (George), and 
Comley (Corley), imder Mortimer of Wigmore.^ There seems at 
this period to have been some litigation among the Coheirs of Le 
Savage as to their respective rights. William de St. George's Quit- 
claim to Balph de Mortimer has been already set forth,® and though 
the Manor of Overton is included, the name of Geofirey de Overton 
is not mentioned as Tenant thereof. The Deed must therefore be 
taken as a transaction between the Suzerain, and one of several 
Tenants, not as indicating any composition among the Tenants 
themselves. However it is clear that about this time some weighty 
matter abided a legal decision, in which Geoffrey de Overton was 
concerned, for at Michaelmas, 1241, he had fined the unusual sum 
of fifteen merks that the King might order some Inquisition.* His 
attestation of a Pick thorn deed in 1241-2, as Sir Geofirey de Hu- 
varatun,^^ should be noticed before I pass to some occurrences of a 
Geoflfrey de Overton who possibly may have been the same person, 
but more probably his son and Successor. — 

In 1251, Geoffrey de Overton was impleading William de St. 
G^oi^ about a Tenement in Eudon." In the same year, Geoffrey 
de Overton had been amerced half a merk for transgression, and 
Stephen de Overton had fined 30«. for a Writ of Attaint^ This 
was against the Verdict of a Jury, and related to property in Neen 
Savage, as I have shown under that Manor.^^ In 1255, Geofirey 
de Overton was returned as Lord of Overton, which he held of 
Roger de Mortimer for half a knight' s-fee. The Manor contained 
IJ hides, did suit to Stottesden Hundred, and paid the Sherifi* 6rf. 
for Stretwardy and 12rf. for Motfee}^ Geoffrey de Overton's co- 
temporary interest in Eudon George, Corley, and Neen Savage, are 
set forth under those localities. In Neen Savage he is mentioned, 
together with his Sou Nicholas; but in 1256, we find that he had 
two sons, William and Nicholas, both mentioned under Eudon 
George.^^ At the Assizes of that year, Geoffrey de Overton names 
his son William, his Attorney, in a Suit of land against Robert 
Corbet.^* The latest that I find of Sir Geoffrey de Overton is per- 
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haps his attestation of a Deed already given under Broseley.^^ In 
1257, William de Overton appears on a local Jury, as if he were 
then the head of his family. ^^ At the Assizes of 1272, we hear of 
a case which probably concerned Undertenants in this Manor. — 
Hugh Bray failed to prosecute a Writ de Inffresm against Richard 
fitz Robert of Overton, for seven acres ; against Alice de Clone for 
nine acres and half a messuage ; against Philip le Moneur for two 
acres; and against William de Fulurde (FrJwardine) for two acres, 
all in Overton : so the said Hugh Bray, and his Sureties Henry fitz 
Philip and Roger Hewel, were in misericordid.^^ 

In October, 1290, it would appear that William de Overton was 
dead, for his widow Matilda conceded by Pine to Thomas de Over- 
ton, Plaintiff, a messuage, a carucate of land, and Ss. 6d, rent in 
Peghelesworthyn (Pulwardine) for a life annuity of five merks, pay- 
able to herself.^ I think that the Tenant of aknight's-fee in Over- 
ton and Cornleye, mentioned in the almost illegible Inquisition on 
the death of Edmund de Mortimer in 1304, is GeoflBrey de Overton.^^ 
On December 20, 1310, we have had Geoffrey, Lord of Overton, 
and Thomas, his brother, attesting a local Deed,^^ and a similar 
deed of July, 1311, has the attestation of Geoffrey, Lord of Ilver- 
ton.2» 

The Return of 1316, known as the Nomina VUlearum, gives Ralph 
Barraz (meaning D'Arraz) as Lord of the vill of Overtone,^ but 
this I cannot understand, for I have already cited a Deed of 1316-7, 
which relates to a neighbouring vill, and is primarily attested by 
Peter de Overton.^^ The same Peter has also occurred as Lord of 
Overton in 1325-6, and as Peter de Overton in 1339-40.^ I shall 
have more to say of his Family elsewhere. 



WISMton dabage. 



This Vill, like Overton, is parochially a member of Stottesden, 
but was in ancient times a distinct Manor. Domesday thus men- 
tions it : — " The same Radulf (de Mortemer) holds Waltone (of 
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Earl Roger); and Ingelrann holds it of him (Badulf). Edric held 
it aud was free. Here is half a hide geldable. In demesne are one 
ox team^ and mi Serfs^ and vi Boors. Its value (in Saxon times) 
was 10s. per annum. Its present value is Ss. He (Badulf) found 
it waste.^'^ This is the third Manor which has come under notice 
as held in 1086 by Mortimer's Tenant^ Ingelrann. There were at 
least seven such Manors^^ and one of them was the Hampshire 
Manor of Anne. Now, when I say that in each of these seven 
Manors Ingelrann was succeeded by Le Savage, I fortify my former 
presumption^ that Ingelrann was the Ancestor of that Family. Be- 
sides these seven Manors I can name four^ not held by Ingelrann 
at Domesday, but in which Le Savage or his Coheirs had, or seem 
to have had, a subsequent Interest. These four Manors were held 
among four distinct Domesday Tenants, whom I do not reckon to 
have been Ancestors of Le Savage, but think that Le Savage's Fief 
was increased after Domesday by several grants of the Suzerain, as 
Manors from time to time came to his redisposal. Of the eleven 
Manors which form the above two classes, I observe that in Saxon 
times four^ had been held by Edric Savage, but this I think to be 
accidental, and not to imply any blood descent from Edric Savage 
to Ingelrannus or the Savages. All Edric's Manors did not come 
to Mortimer, and of those which did, the majority are not subse- 
quently found to be held by Ingelrann, or by his descendants. 
Therefore the genealogical temptation which I have before alluded 
to,® and which might induce us to recognise an ancestor of Le 
Savage in Edric Savage, must be resisted. 

I find no cotemporary Record (further than the name) that 
speaks of Walton Savage at the time when it was held by Le Savage. 
In the absence of any Chartulary of Wigmore Abbey, I can only 



* Domesdaif, fo. 257, a, 1. 

2 Viz. Keen Sa?age, Overton, Walton- 
Savage, Sheet, Lectune, Walford, and 
Anne (yide Domesday^ fo. 47, a, 1). The 
last Manor was afterwards called Anne 
Savage {Testa de Nevill, p. 233). 

s Vide supra, p. 222.— 

A Pedigree (in the Harleian MS., No. 
1087) actually describes the Domesday 
Ingelrann as "EngeronSalyagiiisDominus 
de Walton." This said pedigree makes 
Engeron to have been Father of William, 
whose son Adam was Father of Adam II 
and Hugh. Hugh purports to have been 



Father of Adam III and Thomas ; — and 
Adam III to have had issue Henry and 
Hugh. As this Genealogy wiU not stand 
the test of better evidences it is worthless, 
except to point out the tradition that In- 
gelrann was ancestor of the Savages, wludi 
Tradition some Herald has apparently 
done his best to falsify by the exerdse of 
his own fancy. 

* Viz. Eudon-George, Stepple, Budge, 
and Corley. 

^ Viz. Overton, Walton Savage, Eadon- 
George, and Budge. 

« Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 60. 
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suggest that a House founded by the Mortimers was likely to be 
enriched by the contributions of Mortimer's chief Vassals. In 1255, 
the transfer of Walton to Wigmore Abbey was complete, and the 
state of the Manor was thus returned by the Jurors of Stottesden 
Hundred : — '^ The Abbot of Wygemore is Lord of Walton Savage, 
and is enfeoffed by Roger de Mortimer. Therein is half a hide of 
land. It does suit to the Hundred twice yearly, but not to the 
Lesser Hundred Courts. It pays the Sheriff 2d. Stretward, and 4rf. 
Motfeer'^ 

King Henry III, by Charter dated at Windsor, Oct. 4, 1265, 
granted to the Abbot and Convent of Wigmore, that they and their 
Tenants at Shobdon (Herefordshire), and at Kay ham and Walton 
(Shropshire), " which estates they had by gift of the Ancestors of 
Roger de Mortimer,^' should be quit of all Suits of County and 
Hundred, quit also of View of Frankpledge, Scott, Geld, Toll, and 
Aids of Sheriffs, or other Officers; — also that they should appro- 
priate the amerciaments of their own tenants, and all fines pro 
licentid concordandi, and all fines paid by persons arrested within 
the said Manors in lieu of imprisonment, whatever were the offence 
for which they should be imprisoned ; — saving only all attachments 
for Pleas of the Crown.® 

On the strength of this Charter, and soon after it passed, that is 
after the siege of Kenilworth, the Abbot of Wigmore withdrew the 
Suit of Walton from Stottesden Hundred, as also did he withdraw 
the Suit of Caynham jfrom Overs Hundred,® thus imitating his 
Patron Roger de Mortimer in an attempt to estabUsh the indepen- 
dence of his Manors. In 1291, the Abbot of Wigmore's assized 
rents in Walton were £3. 3*. 9^^. He had also rents there apper- 
tainmg to vesture (profits on woodland, I suppose) amounting to 
j61. 6*. 8d. Manual labours performable by Customary Tenants in 
Cainham and Walton were valued at \0s, %d}^ 

In 1534-5 the Abbot's Ferms and Rents in Walton were 
£f>. \s. \0d. Among his tithes of corn and hay 7s, arose from Wal- 
ton,^^ but whether this was another form of a pension of 13«. 4rf. 
which he had at one time received bom Stottesden Church^ I 



7 Eot Hundred. II, 82. The alleged 
Feoffment bj Boger de Mortimer is a 
general term, not necesBarilj implying 
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the Suzerain had been {;ivon to a grant by 
his Vassal. 
IV. 



« Rot. Chart. 49 Hen. Ill, m. 3. 
» Rot. Hundred. II, 108, 103. 
'" Pope Nich. Ttixation, p. 165, a. 
1^ Valor Ecclenasticut, III, 203. 
'- Supra, p. 155. 



35 



274 



WALL TOWN. 



cannot determine. In 1539-40 the Ministers' AccautUs enter the 
following assets of the late Monastery under Walton. — ^Assized 
rents, 13*. Rents of Customary Tenants, £2. Ss. lOrf. Sundry 
Ferms, £2. Os. lOrf. Tithes, 7s, 4d. Perquisites of Court, 2s. Sd. 
Total, £5. I2s. 8d.i» 



2IBaII Coton. 



The very name of WaU'Town, as Mr. Blakeway obseryee, is BUggestWe of a Roman 
origin. Mr. Blakeway follows up tliis idea by a description of a Boman encampment 
at Wall Town, conspicuous in his day, and still clearly traceable, but which he sajs 
had at the time he wrote escaped general notice. It was in the form of an exact square, 
each side measuring 400 feet. The old road from Bridgnorth to Gleobury passed right 
through its centre, entering at the Pr»torian and passing otit at the Becuman Gkite. 
The present Boad goes out at the South-Eaat comer. No coins or other remains had 
been discovered in Mr. Blakeway's time. He notices that in digging out a GeUar for 
a fiurm-house,^ the soil was observed to be very black, and was evidently mixed with 
charcoal. 

There can be little doubt that Wall-Town, now a member of 
Neen Savage, was represented by the Domesday Manor of Walle. — 
" The same Badulf (de Mortemer) holds (of the Earl) Walle, and 
Richard holds it of him. Uluric held it (in Saxon times). Here 
is one hide geldable. There is arable land sufficient for two ox- 
teams. Here there is one (such team), with ii Neatherds. Its for- 
mer value was 6*. Now it is worth Ss, {per annum) J '^ It will be 
remembered that Uluric the Saxon had been Lord of a part of Neen, 
and that that part was held by Richard at Domesday. It seems to 
me that nothing of these two Tenures of RicharcPs descended to 
the Bromptons, nor yet were they annexed to Le Savage's share of 
Neen. The bulk of them was, I think, annexed to the demesne of 
Cleobury Mortimer, a part was given to Wigmore Abbey, and the 
residue became the suligect of several minor feoffments or other 
transactions in which the Suzerain is constantly interested. — ^And 
here I must speak of Wall-Town, Elcott, and Nethercott, col- 
lectively, as also of a place called Bochull, near to Wall-Town. I 



" Monagticon, Vol. VI, 355. 
^ This farm-house is, I presume, the 
one which stUl occupies a part of the site 
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take the foUowing Deed' to have passed about 1200-1210. — '^ Roger 
de Mortimer grants to William de Spyneto, for his homage, the land 
of BockehuU : — ^the Grantee to pay six Woodcocks* at the feast of 
St. Andrew (Nov. 30). Witnesses: — ^Walter de Nonememill,^ Adam 
Salvage, Ralph de Mortimer,Robert Corbet, Emald de Bosco,Thomas 
Clerk, who wrote the Charter.^' This William de Spineto occurs 
as a Knight and Juror of a Grand Assize which I have mentioned 
under Nordley Regis as having been tried at the Assizes of 1203.* 
He was possibly the same person as he whom I have noticed still 
earlier under Ingwardine.^ At the Assizes of November 1240, a 
Fine was levied " between William de Eyton and Matilda his wife,^ 
Plaintiffs, and Roger de Rochull, Tenant, of two thirds of a virgate 
in Rochull ; also between the same Plaintilffs and the said Roger, 
whom Agnes de Rochull called to warranty, and who vouched 
such warranty, — of a third of a virgate there, whereof was Plea, 
etc. Roger in both cases acknowledged the right of Matilda, who, 
together with her husband, conceded the premises to Roger, — 
to have and to hold, under William and Matilda and their heirs, 
at an annual rent of 20^.'^^ Agnes, here named, was, I suppose. 
Mother of Roger de Rochull. The other parties to the Pine will 
occur elsewhere. 

On November 8, 1248, a Fine was levied " between Amald de 
Berkele, complainant (through Philip de Pres, his Attorney), and 
Robert Lune and Juliana his wife, Impedients^ — of half a virgate 
in La Walle whereof was Plea of Warranty of Charter. Robert and 
Juliana acknowledged the premises to be the Complainant's by their 
own gift, — ^to hold to him and his heirs, of Robert and Juliana and 
the heirs of Juliana at a penny rent. Amald gave for this 10 merks."^ 
This affair was clearly a sale. Of the Purchaser we shall hear again 
elsewhere, but here I should notice that in January 1266, and again 
in Hilary Term 1268, Amald de Berkele appears before the King 



3 lAber Niger de Wigmore, fo. 62. 

* Withecocos \a the word which I trans- 
late " woodcocks," without any authority 
other than a guess. 

^ Was this Witness the person ahready 
mentioned as Walter de NeuinieBni], — 
[Father-rn-Law, ahout 1214-5, of Brian de 
Brompton (II.) (ride supra, pp. 247-8) ; 
or was he some Feoffee of Mortimer in 
the tjUl afterwards known as Neen-Monell 
(vide supra, p. 230) and suppost^d to 
be identical with tlie Richard' s-Ncne of 



Domesday ? Or^ lastly, was there some 
connection between these similar names 
which I have failed to detect ? 

« Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 157. Vol. IV, p. 
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nard's Lee (Vol. II, p. 315). 

8 • 9 Pedes Mmum, 25 and 33 Hen. Ill, 
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in a suit against Walter de Pedwardine^ who, during the late dis- 
turbance of the realm, had seized the working cattle and done other 
injury at Rokulle.^^ The following Deeds passed between 1270 and 
1282. — "Agnes, Widow of Richard de Kenebelle, quii^claims to 
Roger de Mortimer all her right in certain lands, etc. lying in Rocfaull- 
a-la-Walle, Eldecote (Eloott), Nene and Pencote, and wherever her 
Brother Emald de Berkeley held in Shropshire. Witnesses: — 
Sirs Thomas Corbet (of Tasley I presume], William Corbet (of 
Chetton probably), Robert Blundel, Thomas Boterel, William de 
Huggeford, Matthew de Gamages, Adam le Butiler^ Master John 
de Croft.'' 

*' William Paber of Nethercotc quit-claims to Roger de Mortimer 
that land in La Wallc, which he bought of said Roger. Witnesses: 
— William de la Stcpple, John de MaQeye (Mawley), John de Beau- 
lieu, Nicholas de Hyntes, William de Poxcote^ Nicholas de Eldecote 
(Elcott).''" 



ffOVm Df Wi^Xt. 



Bewdley Fouest, under its more ancient appellation of Wyre, 
was a district so vast as that a whole County got its name therefrom ; 
for Wjrre-ceastre (Worcester) was a Roman station in this Porest, 
and becoming the chief City of the district, that district was called 
Worcestershire. I am now to notice the Porest of Wyre as greatly 
reduced from this primeval state ; — no longer extending along the 
Severn to Worcester, but being rather in Shropshire than Worces- 
tershire; — that is, while its southern and smaller half was in the 
latter County, its greater half occupied the south-eastern angle of 
Shropshire. 

This greater half is that which I must needs notice as forming a 
principal feature in the territory which owned the Seigneury of 
Mortimer. I have more than once observed that Domesday tells 
us nothing of these Porcst-lands, neither of their state in Saxon 
times nor of their assignment under the Normans. What we are 
not told can however easily be inferred in the case before us. There 

*** Pfarifa coram Tiege^ 50 Ilcn. Ill, m. 1 " lAbvr Niger do Wigmorc, fo. 62. 
7, and 52 lien. Ill, m. 9. I 
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were four Manors within a short distance of the Shropshire part of 
Wyre Forest^ which^ from their position and status, might, any one 
of them, be supposed to have had such a Forest as an appurtenance. 
They were Stottesden^ Higley, Cleobury, and Kinlet, the two first 
belonging to the Earldom of Mercia, the two last to the Saxon 
Crown. The two last are nearer to Wyre Forest than the two first, 
and the greater the Forest the more likely was it to belong to a 
King than an Earl. I therefore assume that in Saxon times the 
Shropshire part of Wyre Forest was attached to Cleobury and Kin- 
let, that it went with both Manors to William fitz Osbem, Earl of 
Hereford, then to Ralph de Mortimer, but that when Mortimer en- 
feoffed a Tenant in Kinlet, he retained the Forest or the bulk of it 
as an adjunct of his demesne-manor of Cleobury. I should observe 
that the proper and technical designation of a Forest when no longer 
held by the Crown was a Chace, and the fact that Wyre was yet 
called a Forest after it was dissevered from the Crown is only an 
additional proof of its sometime Royal ownership. In process of 
time, and under the rule of Mortimer, several Vills sprang up within 
the Forest of Wyre which are unnoticed in Domesday, obviously be- 
cause they were not then in existence. One of these, Eamwood (i. e. 
eagle-wood), bears in its very name a conviction that the spot was 
so called before it was known as a habitation of man. Of this vill, 
which I cannot properly class as a member of any Domesday Manor, 
I will speak presently. I will here proceed at once to the only Re- 
cord which tells us of Mortimer's progressive dealings with tliis 
Forest as a whole, and of the jurisdiction which he endeavoured to 
maintain, obviously as Lord of a Forest sometime Royal. At the 
time (1270) when Prince Edward was embarking for Palestine, the 
Forest of Wyre was fenced for miles, so as to prevent any depreda- 
tions of the beasts of chase in the cultivated districts adjoining. 
Roger de Mortimer, the hero of Evesham, took occasion of his 
great position, to enlarge or revive his rights as the case may have 
been. Before the close of the year 1274 he had levelled no less 
than two leagues of the above fence, so that the beasts of the Forest, 
going in and out at pleasure, wrought the greatest havoc throughout 
the country. Moreover, he arrogated to himself a right of Jree- 
chace, not only in Wyre Forest, but in the Manors of his Tenants 
at Kinlet and Baveney. Even Sir Nicholas de Segrave, the King's 
Tenant of Stottesden, and another King's Tenant at Bardley could 
no longer call their woods their own. No one dared to hunt in 
those woods because of Mortinicr^s asserted jurisdiction. " Thus," 
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said the Stottesden Jurors of 1274, " has Roger de Mortimer ex- 
ceeded the limits and bomidaries of his Chace/'^ 

This testimony of the Stottesden Jurors is curiously illustrated 
by a coeval document of a very different nature, but showing another 
mode in which the dormant jurisdiction was being revived. By a 
deed dated at Lichfield on April 21, 1270, Ralph, the Dean, and the 
Chapter of Lichfield recite how Sir Roger de Mortimer had given 
them license to fence a wood called Sechele,^ which was within 
his Free Chace of Wyre, but belonged to the Dean and Chi4)ter'8 
Church of Arle (Upper Arley). They covenant to remove the fence 
at the end of seven years, commencing on Trinity Sunday 1270.^ 

I have nothing further to relate as to the success of Mortimer's 
attempt to revive a quasi-royal status for the Forest of Wyre. 
When I come to speak of the Forest of the Clee-HiU, which, having 
been likewise Royal, was given to the Cliffords, the attempted 
maintenance of a similar jurisdiction will, with all its grievances, 
more circumstantially appear. 

EARNWOOD. 

Earnwood, now a Manor in the Parish of Kinlet, was originally 
a Forest-residence (with a Park attached) of the Mortimers. On 
February 13, 1225, King Henry III commands Hugh de Nevill 
(he was Justice of the Forest) to let Hugh de Mortimer have ten 
Does [damas) fix)m Feckenham (a Royal Forest in Worcestershire) 
which the King has given him towards stocking his Park of £me- 
wud.^ In Trinity Term 1251 Roger de Emewude and Manila his 
wife. Deforciants of half a virgate in " Maubeg, near the great 
Park of Wyre," concede the same by fine, and as their gift, to Lucas 
le Marescall, who is to hold it of the Lord of the Fee. The Pur- 
chaser, for such he clearly was, gives 20 merks to the Vendors.^ 

Mortimer then had allowed a partial occupation of this district 
for agricultural purposes. We next hear of his using his own Ma- 
nor House of Emewoode somewhat in the way of a prison. He 
conveyed Henry de Pembruge hither, probably to complete certain 
purposes of extortion which I have before set forth.^ This was in 
1267. In 1293 we have Edmund de Mortimer concerning himself in 



1 Sot Hundred. II, 108. 

3 Seckley Wood is still so called. It 
lies west of the Severn, about a mile bo- 
low Upper Arley, which is on the east of ' • Supra, Vol. II, pp. 228, 229. 
the same river. I 
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this district. On Sept. 29 Boger, son of Roger de la Broctoke, quit- 
claims to the said Edmund all his right at La Broctok in Wynne- 
wode (now Winwoods) in exchange for a tenement in Gurdechirche 
which he (Roger) then held by Charter of said Edmund. — Witnesses: 
— William de Poxcote, Walter de la Stepple, Richard de Clebury.^ 
On April 19, 1296, the same person, calling himself Roger de Bro- 
chok, gives to Sir Edmund de Mortimer and Margaret his wife, for 
2 merks, all his wood lying between Eyneleteswode (Kinlet-wood) 
and Sir Edmund^s own Bo9c, and extending firom the field at Me- 
tene (Meaton) as far as to Doules.^ — Witnesses : Sir Ralph de Araz, 
Sir Adam de St. George, William de Poxcote, Walter de la Steple, 
Ralph de la Lowe of Neen, "Nicholas de Oldecote, Clerk, and Ni- 
cholas de Oldecote (Elcott)^ 



Norton. 



After an enumeration of Rainald the Sheriff^s Alnodestreu Ma- 
nors, Domesday mentions two in Condetret Hundred, viz. Nortone 
and Dodintone, and then reverts to a Manor in Bascherch Hun- 
dred, viz. Etbritone, which (apparently from some peculiarity in its 
status) had been omitted in its proper place, and reserved to the end 
of the list. Of Norton in Condetret Hundred, Domesday speaks 
thus : — 

^^The same Rainald (Sheriff) holds Nortone (of the Earl) and 
Toret (holds it) of him. He (Toret) held it freely in time of King 
Edward. Here are ii hides geldable. In demesne there is i ox- 
team and (there are) vi Serfs and v Villains, with ii teams and 
other two teams might yet be (employed) here. In King Edward^s 
time the Manor was worth 20s, per annum. Now it is worth 15«."^ 
There is no appearance of error in this part of the Domesday Record, 



7 Liber Niger de Wigmore, fo. 62. 

' By Doulee we are not to understand 
the vUl of Dowles, which was four milee 
distant firom Meaton. Such a supposi- 
tion would make tliis Charter an enor- 
mous transfer. Dowles was origizudly the 
name of the stream which, rising near 
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and as r^ards Dodintone^ its accuracy is substantiated by later Re- 
cordsj for a Manor so called^ in Stotteaden Hundred^ continued with 
the Fitz Alans, the Successors of Raiuald. As regards Nortone in 
Condetret Hundred^ held by Toret in King Edward's time^ and in 
1086 held by the same Toret of Rainald^ and which we expect to 
find afterwards Fitz Alan's^ I must speak with some conjecture. I 
think it was Norton^ adjoining Aston Botterell^ another of Rainald's 
Manors; and I first fortify this opinion by stating that Aston Bot- 
terell contained i hide at Domesday and Nortone ii hides, whilst in 
the Record of 1255 Aston Botterell alone is estimated to contain iii 
hides, and Norton is not mentioned, baying been I suppose annexed 
to Aston,^ as it is at this day both parochially and manorially. As 
to Torefs connection with Nortone, and its discontinuance as re- 
gards Toret's descendants, that, so far from being inexplicable, is in 
keeping with all anal(^. — I have before shown that the Norman 
policy was to remove even the most &voured Saxons from their 
ancient possessions,^ giving them something elsewhere, and that this 
work went on after Domesday was compiled. Of Toret we know 
specifically that his descendants inherited estates which were not his 
at Domesday, and conversely, that they did not inherit all which ap- 
pear as his in that Survey. Again the very name of Norton shows 
mc that it was not originally a member of Aston Botterell, for it 
lies nearly south of the latter VUl, and must have been called 
North-toum from some other ancient relation. I conclude then that 
Rainald or one of his Successors removed Toret or his descendants 
from Norton and annexed the Vill to the Fee of Aston Botterell. 

Of Aston Botterell as a whole, I have already given account. It 
remains to add one or two particulars as to this its member. I find 
one Walter de Norton (doubtless BotterelFs Tenant here) attesting 
a Loughton Deed about 1268,* and sitting as a Juror of Stottesden 
Hundred at the Assizes of 1272 and again at the Inquest of 1274, 
when it appeared that Hugh Donvil, sometime Bailiff of the Hun- 
dred, had taken 12d. from him, and being so bribed had removed 
him from some panels Moreover, John de la Watcre, Constable of 
Corf ham, had extorted 20*. from him, requiring him to give up the 
heir of his Brother, which heir he never saw. One John de Norton 
had also been accused of theft by John Baril (Under Sheriff) at in- 
stigation of Roger, Clerk of Plesse (Receiver of the County) . Thus 
half a merk had been extorted from him. The Feodary of 1284 

9 Vide Bupra, VoL I, p. 226, noU 19. | * Salop Chartulaiy, No. 107. 
' Supra, Vol. II, p. 41). I * Mot. mmdred. II, 107, 109. 
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enumerates four members of Aston Botterell.^ One of them is 
written Necton, and stands doubtless for Norton. Walter de Nor- 
ton above-mentioned occurs again as a Juror for Stottesden Him- 
dred and on a Jury at Bridgnorth in 1292.*^ 



Betton* formerly 3BoUmtone» 



''The same Bainald (Sheriff) holds Dodintone (of the Earl) and 
Robert holds it of him (Bainald). Eluuard and Elric held it (in 
Saxon times) for two Manors^ and were free. Here are ii hides 
geldable. In demesne are ii ox-teams^ and (there are) vii Seris^ i 
Villain^ iiii Boors and i Badman with i team only. In time of King 
Edward the Manor was worth 24s. per annum. Now it is worth 
15«. He (Bainald) found it waste.^' ^ 

Such is the Domesday account of the Manor of Detton^ now re- 
presented by Detton-Hall^ in the Parish of Neen Savage^ but of 
whose early history we know little^ and are somewhat left to con- 
jecture. In 1165 the Becord of Fees constituting the Barony of 
Fitz Alan mentions Hugh de Cunedoure as holding by the services of 
one Muntator.^ That his Feoffinent lay in the quarter of Shropshire 
whereof we are now treating^ is probable from his name being men- 
tioned between those of Fitz-Alan^s Feoffees at Brockton and Upton 
(Cressett) . Moreover, if Detton were not Hugh de Cunedoure^s Fee, 
I am at a loss to conjecture what was, nor can I possibly fix upon 
any other name in this list of Feoffees as likely to represent the Lord 
of Detton. After an interval of sixty years a piece of evidence arises 
to strengthen this opinion that Hugh de Cunedoure was Lord of 
Detton. At the Assizes of November 1221 the Manor of Dodinton 
was subject to a trial by Grand Assize, Simon de Cone claiming it 
against Bobert de Cunedour, the Tenant in possession.' Bobert^s 
right was found to be the better, and Simon, with his Sureties (Balph 
de la Low and Bichard de Berdell) were in misericordid. It is added 
that Thomas fitz Bogcr apposes, that is sinks, his claim .^ It is vain 
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to guess at the several relations which this Suit may imply between 
the three parties named. Robert de Cimedour^ of 1221^ I take to 
have been representative of Hugh de Cunedour in 1165. The De- 
scendants of Robert de Cimedour assumed^ I think^ the name of 
Dodinton. There was one Adam de Dodinton who occurs und^ 
circumstances which associate him with this neighbourhood in 1226^ 
1242^ and again between the latter year and 1251.^ I do not how- 
ever think that he was Lord of Detton, for about 1240 we have good 
assurance that Robert de Dodinton was holding Dodinton by half 
a knight's-fee (the usual equivalent to a whole Muntatar^s ¥ee), of 
the Barony of Fitz Alan.^ This Robert seems to have been suc- 
ceeded by one John de Dodinton^ and the latter to have died before 
1255, leaving a son under age. Hence the Inquest of Stottesden 
Hundred, in 1255, reports of Dodyton, that Roger de Pynelesdon, 
as Gustos of the son and heir of John de Dodyton, holds the Manor, 
he having that custody by grant of John fitz Alan (the Suzerain). 
The Manor was estimated to contain a hide and a half, and accor- 
dingly paid 6d. for Stretwardy and 12^. for Motfee, but this esti- 
mate shows a decrease of half a hide from that oi Domesday. Dodyton 
did Suit to the Hundred.^ I find Robert de Dodinton (probably 
the Minor aforesaid) sitting as a Juror on the Beysin Inquest of 
September, 1263. The Inquisition on the death of the third John 
Fitz Alan, in 1272, is so defaced that I am obliged to appeal to an 
abstract thereof taken long since, and which places Dodinton among 
his Fees.^ At the Assizes of 1272 and the Inquest of 1274, Kobert 
de Doditon sat as a Juror for Stottesden Hundred. Robert de 
TriUec (Under Sherifi) had taken a bribe from him for removing 
him off some Jury. It was a ring worth %8. In 1278 one Thomas 
de Dodinton sat at the Inquest on the death of Thomas de Baidley. 
Again, in 1280, we have had mention of Robert de Doditon (doubt- 
less Lord of Detton), who with Isolda his wife, appose (or sink) thdr 
claim to a part of the estate lately held by Philip de Farlow.* It is 
probable that Isolda was a Coheiress in that estate. The Feodary 
of 1284 says of Dodington that " Robert de Dodington holds it of 
Richard Fitz Alan, of the Honour of White-Minstar, for half a 
knight' s-fee, and the said Richard holds it of the King jn capiteJ'^^ 
In November, 1291, Robert de Dodinton sat on the Inquest after 
the death of Philip de Badger. In 1292 he appears as a Juror for 
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Stottesden Hundred^ and as a Tenant of 3 acres in theneighbonring 
estate of Bardley.^^ In December, 1292, he was on a Jury at Bridg- 
north.^ He also appears as a witness in more than one undated 
Deed of this period,^* and was perhaps the person who, as Robert de 
Dotinton, sat a Juror on the great Forest Perambulation of 1300.^* 
More of him I cannot say, but his successor is probably indicated 
by the Nomina Villarum of March 1316, where John de Dodinton 
is entered as Lord of this Vill}'^ 

Detton Chapel. Some remains of this Structure were existent 
within memory .^^ The district was parochially a member of Neen 
Savage, and where the Lords of two adjacent Manors were so essen- 
tially distinct as in the case before us, a Chapel was almost sure to 
be founded in whichever Manor was not the seat of the Mother 
Church. 



m.'bthi^ill 



This place figures in Domesday as Waltha (Waltham), a name so 
different from Wheathill in sound and signification, that we must 
ascribe the change to a mere error of the Clerk who wrote the fol- 
lowing passage in the Survey. — " The same Roger (de Laci) holds 
Waltha of the Earl. Elmund held it (in Saxon times). Here are 
III hides. In demesne are ii ox-teams and x Serfs; and iiii Vil- 
lains with a Provost have ii Teams. In time of King Edward the 
Manor was worth 40s. {per aTmum). Now it is worth 60«., besides 
a rent of one sparrow-hawk.^^^ I omit the tedious but nevertheless 
infallible process by which it may be proved that the Maiior thus 
described was Wheathill. Suffice it to say that of Lacy^s subse- 
quent possessions in Stottesden Hundred^ Wheathill alone would 
have no Domesday representative, if it be not described as above, 
and Waltham can correspond in circumstances of Tenure and 
position with no later Manor except it be WheathiU. Wheat- 
hill was then the only Manor in Condetret Hundred, which Roger 
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de Lacy held of the Nonnan Earls^ for he held Hopton (Wafire) 
of the King. Elmund, the Saxon Lord of Wheathill^ had been 
also Lord of Morton (i. e. Morton Say in North Shropehire). 
This too was Roger de Lacy's at Domesday y and to complete the 
parallel^ Morton and Wheathill were in after-times held under 
Lacy by the same Feoffee^ viz. Say of Stokesay. I am not pro- 
posing to give under Wheathill any sucoessional account of Lacy^ 
the Seignoral Lord^ nor yet to detail all that I have collected 
as to his immediate Tenant, De Say. The Under-tenants of the 
latter, De Oiiros and Hacket, will form the prominent subject. 
However, it may be fitting to premise that the Says were enfeoffed 
in Wheathill by Lacy before the death of Henry I, that is, between 
1086 and 1135, for the three knights'-fees which Helyas de Sai 
acknowledged himself in 1165 to be then holding of Hugh de Lad 
were of old feoffment? There were also two other fees which he 
denied holding under Laci ; that is, Laci could obtain no service 
from the same without legal process. These five fees afterwards re- 
solved themselves into four, and of those four Wheathill was un- 
questionably one. The earliest notice which I have of the Hakets, 
who became De Say's Tenants here, is very possibly of a date prior 
to their feoffinent in Wheathill. In 1176 King Henry II, having 
held Fleas of the Forest at Worcester, had amerced Walter Haket 
10 merks and William Haket 50 merks.^ In 1180 a Tenant in 
Wethale named Wuniet was charged 6c7. by the Justices of the Forest 
for an imbladement of one acre ; but the whole Vill of HwethuU, 
described as belonging to William de Girras, was amerced half a 
merk for waste? This was that WiUam de Girros, whose grant of 
half a hide in Leverdegrene to Wenlock Priory, was confirmed to- 
wards the close of the twelfth Century by Hugh de Sai, as Seignoral 
Lord, in a Deed which I shall set forth more fiiUy when I come to 
speak of that member of Wheathill anciently known as Leverdegrene. 
In November, 1194, 1 find Walter Hachet (then, I think, of Wheat- 
hill) associated with other Jurors of Stottesden Hundred, in a Suit 
which 1 have mentioned under Chetton.^ Whether Oliver Haket 
(who in October 1199 was Recognizor in a Suit given under Castle 
Holgate)^ was of Wheathill, I cannot say. 
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At the Assizes of October 1203 Walter Haket is twice named as 
Surety of certain Litigants^ and on these accounts^ or some other, 
stands on the amercement-list as a debtor of one merk. On November 
3, 1236, a Fine was levied between John le Foher, Plaintiff, and 
Juliana daughter of Walter Haket, Tenant, of a virgate in Whethull, 
whereof was assize of mart (Pancestre. The Plaintiff renouncing his 
claim, received 20s J About the year 1240 we have three Lists of 
the Shropshire Tenants of Walter de Lacy. All three are inaccu- 
rate, but supply, when collated, the following fact, — that Walter de 
Say then held four knights' -fees of that Barony, viz. in Northstok, 
Suthstok, and Wethul ; — ^that is, Stoke upon Tern, Stokesay, and 
WheathiU.^ The Undertenants in each are not given. 

In Easter Term 1244, Amice widow of William Aurabu was 
suing Roger de Ledewys and jQhn de Hunseslaw for her dower, 
viz. a third of two several virgates in Whethille.' In Michaelmas 
Term 1249, a Grand Assize was pending between the Prior of 
Wenlock, Plaintiff, and Walter Haket, Tenant of 53 acres of wood 
in Stok (Stoke St. Milburg).^^ In Michaelmas Term 1260, the 
still unawarded land is described as in Wodhull.^^ 

In 1255 the Jurors of Stottesden Hundred returned Walter Ha- 
ket as Lord of Whethull. '' He held it of Hugh de Say by service of 
one knight's-fee. It contained three hides of land, and did suit to 
the Hundred Courts. It also owed ward at Montgomery, for 40 
days in war-time. It paid the Sheriff 12d. for Motfee and 2s. for 
Stretward"^^ Here the Seigneury of De Lacy's heirs is not stated, 
though it existed. The service of Castle-Guard at Montgomery was 
oonmion to several Manors, originally of Lacy's Fief. Patton, al- 
ready noticed,^^ is an instance of this. Walter Haket was himself 
on the Jury which made the above report. At the Assizes of Janu- 
ary 1256 John de Brondon sued Walter Haket for disseizing him 
of a right of common-pasture in Egarton, which right pertained to 
the Tenement which the said John held under the said Walter in 
Brondon (now Bromden). Walter Haket pleaded that if there had 
been any disseizin it was by Mai^ery his (Walter's) Mother, whose 
heir he was. The Jury found that Mai^ery had indeed disseized 
John de Brondon, but that the latter had still sufficient common- 



7 PedsM Finkm, 21 Hen. Ill, Scdop. 
* Testa de NeviU, pp. 45, 48, 50. 
> PlacUa^ Easter Tm. 28 Hen. m, m. 
9<2or<o. 
10 . n piaeUa, Mich. Term, 33 & a4 



Hen. ni, m. 10 and 28 dorto. Mich. 
Term, 84 & 85 Hen. Ill, m. 19 dorto. 

» Sot. Hundred, 11, 82, 81. 

^ Supns Yol. Ill, pp. 44, 45. 
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pasture according to the Statute of Merton.^^ Another Suit gives 
Walter Haket as suing John de Bromden for disseizing him of 
common pasture in Wethul^ and taking means to prevent him 
driving his cattle to the said pasture^ by erecting a fence. The Jury 
were satisfied as to the disseizin, but as to the fence^ it had been 
erected by Haket's consent^ and after a consideration paid to the 
said Haket by the Defeadant.^'^ At the same Assizes^ Avice Widow 
of William le Orfenre^ sued John de Bromton (Bromden) for a third 
of a virgate in Whethul as her dower. The Defendant called B<^er 
Constantyn to warranty^ but Roger Constantyn did not appear on 
the right day.^* Afterwards^ viz. on Feb. 5, Boger Constantyn ap- 
peared, and called Walter Haket to warranty, but the result does 
not transpire, except that certain land of Roger Constantyn having 
been seized in manu Regis for his fii:st defieralt in warranty, is re- 
stored to him on Feb. 14, under pledges.^^ At these same Assizes 
Walter Haket was a Juror for Stottesden Hundred. In August 
1256 Walter Haket fines one merk to have an assize^^ apparently 
one of novel disseizin against William de Ledewic and others who 
had disseized Haket of a tenement in Wethul and common-pasture 
in La Clye (The aee).i» In January 1257 Walter Haket occurs 
on a neighbouring Jury, and in December 1258 John de Brimidon 
occurs on another. At the Assizes of September 1272 Walter 
Haket was a De&ulter in attendance, and was reported as Tenant of 
a Knighfs-fee, and yet not a Knight, though of full age. I should 
have supposed him to have been dead, and his son under age, for 
in November 1274 the Inquest on Stottesden Hundred found that 
Sir Robert de Torbervil had for four years previously been holding 
pleas as to the Assize of Beer in his Court of Wethul. He had 
also for the same period withdrawn the Smt of this Manor £rom 
Stottesden Hundred. The same Inquest reported how Hugh Don- 
vil, a former Bailiff of the Hundred, had removed John de Brondon 
firom some Jury for a bribe of \2d, ; how John de la Watere, Con- 
stable of Corf ham, had extorted half a merk from Roger le Burger 
of Wethul, for taking a bundle of thorns firom the woods of the 
Lord of Corf ham, and a similar sum firom Richard fitz Agnes of 

" AsHzest 40 Hen. ITL memb. 12. — ** • ^ Ibidem, xnembranee 12 and 16 

The statutes of Merton (20 Hen. Ill) dorw. Boger de Constantine was ootem- 

gave the Lords of Manors lioense to ap- ponuy Lord of Fulwardine (vide suprs^ 

praf)6 against their Tenants ; that is, to YoL I, p. 138). 

enclose and cultivate waste lands, so that » • » J2o<. J^. 40 Hen. III. Pai. 40 

sufficient Common was left. Hen. Ill, dorw. 

^ Ibidem, memb. 2 dorso. 
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Wediiil^ for taking one hazel-rod firom the same.^ Sir Robert de 
Turberville above mentioned was probably Oiiardian of young Wal- 
ter Haket^ now in minority. We have heard of him before as mar- 
rying the Widow of Robert de Beysin between 1267 and 1272.*^ It 
was he^ I doubt not^ who^ with John de Turbervill^ is noticed as 
a Marcher {Commarcio) in a Patent of Dec. 15, 1264, and uiged 
to desist from depredations which Roger de Mortimer and other 
Marchers had agreed should be suspended. These Turbervilles were 
evidently Royalists of the Mortimer stamp. In 1284 the Lacy 
Seigneury here was in Theobald de Yerdon one of Lacy^s Coheirs ; 
the mediate interest of the Says was in Laurence de Ludlow, and 
Walter Haket was entered as the Lord of the Fee, holding the same 
by service of one knighf s-fee under Ludlow, who held of Yerdon, 
who held of the King in capite.^ The Stottesden Jurors, at the 
Assizes of October 1292, presented under the head De Valettis, that 
this Walter was of full age and Tenant of a whole knight's-fee, and 
yet not a Knight. On Sept. 22, 1300, Walter Haket had a grant 
of a weekly market on Thursday, and of an annual Fair on the eve 
and the day of Trinity Sunday, both at WhethuU, also a grant of 
Free- Warren in Eggarton (Salop) and Croule (Worcestershire).^ In 
5 Edw. II (1310-11) Sir Walter Haket, Knight, attests a Charter 
at The Woodhouse (near Stottesden), and it was he I suppose who in 
1307 had been returned as Knight of the Shire for Worcester, to 
the Parliament of Carlisle.^ The Feodary of March 1316 gives him 
as Lord of the Yills of WeshuU and Eggarton, Shropshire.^^ For 
his various Commissions, ofiBces, and concerns firom 1313 to 1324 
I refer to a compendious account elsewhere.^ 

Of Undertenants in Wheathill I have only one further no« 
tice. In Trinity Term 1297, a Fine was levied, whereby Richard 
fitz Roger of Ingewordyn and Agnes his wife, acknowledge, for 
themselves and for the heirs of Agnes, that they have given four 
bovates in WethuU to Henry de Quercu. The latter pays 100 
merks. 

Leverdeorenb. This member of Wheathill, now no longer 



» Eot, Hundred. 11, 108, 109. 

« Supra, Vol. II, p. 21. 

» Kirh/'* QueH. Walter Haket, as 
will appear presently, was still a Minor 
in 1284, and apparently in ward to the 
Bishop of Hereford. 

« Bot Cart, 28 Edw. I, No. 9. Crowle 
(Woroestershire) was held about 1240 by 



Walter Haket under Boger le Foher, by 
Le Foher under William de Beauchamp, 
and by Beauchamp under the Barons of 
Bichard*8 Castle. 

^ ParUametUofy WriU, 1, 187. 

»'»ParUamemtary WriU, IV, 964r-5. 
I cannot trace that member of Wheathill 
which was anciently called Eggarton. 
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existent under any similar name, was, between 1180 and 1196 the 
subject of the following Deed.^ — 

Sdant presentes et fiituri quod ego Hugo de Sai conoedo et con- 
firmo donacionem dimidi» hidse terrse scilicet Leverdegrene, quam 
Willielmus de Oiros pro animft su& et predecessorum suorum Deo et 
ecclesisB de Woneloc et monachis ibidem Deo servientibus in per- 
petuam eleemosynam dedit et legavit libere, quiete, pacifice, cum 
omnibus libertatibus et liberis consuetudinibus perpetuo tenendam. 
P)re£Eit8e autem terrse donacionem pro salute animse mese et anteces- 
sorum meorum pro posse meo manutenebo. Et ut hsec donacio rata 
et firma permaneat sigilli mei attestadone corroboravi. His testibus 
Magistro Rogero de la Beche, Achille fratre ejus, Magistro Adam 
de Brumefeld,28 Osberto de Dudelebur*, Willielmo de Finemunt, 
Herberto de Etton, Lunemon, Olimpias uxore Hugonis de Sai, 
Margaretft Slik Williehni, et aliis. 

William de Leverdegrene, whom I presume to have been the 
Prior of Wenlock^s Tenant here, occurs frequently in the thirteenth 
Century. In 1254, as William de Lyrdegrane, he fines 20s, to 
have some assize ; as William de Lendth^rene he occurs in De- 
cember 1258, on the Inquest as to the estate of Philip de Ba^e- 
sore (of Bardley, Cleobury-North, and Badger). At the Assisses of 
1272 William Lardegrene was one of the non-attendants for Stot- 
tesden Hundred. — ^The reason appears in the presentment of the 
Stottesden Jurors at the Assizes of 1292. They said that the 
Free Tenants and four men and the Provost of the Vitts of Lorde- ' 
grene and Hugdeye (Higley) used to come to the Sheriff's-Toum 
twice a year, till forty years since, when the Prior of Wenlock had 
withdrawn the said Suits to the Court of Wenlock. The Prior 
appeared to this chai^, and said that he claimed nothing in 
Huggdeye, seeing that it was in tenure of Edmimd de Mortimer, 
against whom the King had issued another writ on the very subject. 
As to Lordegrene, the Prior said that he had one Tenant there, 
and he pleaded Henry IIFs Charter as excusing the lands of St. 
Milbui^ from all Suits, etc. etc. The Jury found that neither 
Henry III nor Edward I had ever been seized of the Suit of Lor- 
degrene; so the Prior was quit.^ 



V In pOBflesBion of Mr. G«orge Morris 
of ShiewBbuiy. 

^ Master Adam de Bromfeld occurs as 
a Judge Delegate of the Pope in March 
1202 {AngUa Sacra, II, 660). Other 
Bocnmentfl show a Master Adam de 



Brmnfeld, ooouning between 1174 and 
1180, and that there were two persons so 
styled who were Father and Son (Cotton 
MS. Bomitian A, HI, fos. 58, b, 79, b). 
Both were of Brimfield in Herefordshire. 
^ PlaeUa Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 20 
dorso. 
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On January 2, 1294, Richard de Lordegrene, Roger de Bromden, 
and John le Fremon of Egerton sat as Jurors in an Inquest at The 
Low. 

In none of the Wenlock Rent- Rolls do I find the Prior's interest 
in Leverdegrene particularized. In the time of Prior Roland the 
Convent-Infirmary was entitled to a rent of 3*. 8rf. from Thomas 
Banastre of Bromton;^^ and the Ministers' Accounts in 1541-2 give 
a rent of 6^. Sd, from a tenement in Bromton among the Assets of 
the dissolved Priory.*^* These entries possibly refer to the estate 
more anciently known as Leverdegrene. 

WHEATHILL CHURCH. 

We have already seen that in the time of Bishop William de Vere 
the Chapel of WethuU was treated as- a mere Dependency of Stot- 
tesden Church,*^ obviously because the Saxon Parish of Stottesden 
involved this district. The Taxation of 1291 values the Church of 
Wethull in Stottesden Deanery at £5. per annum, adding that the 
Church is elsewhere beneficed.^ This remark is a mere mistake, 
an inversion of the real fact ; for Wethull paid a portion of 2s. to 
the Vicar of Stottesden, in composition doubtless of the old parochial 
subjection ; it also, like other Churches of Lacy's Shropshire Ba- 
rony, paid a Portion {6s, Sd,) to the Prior of St. Guthlac's, at Here- 
ford. In accordance with all this, the Inquisition of 1341 quotes 
the Chvrch'Taxation of Wethull as £5. 8«. 8rf., and proceeds to 
assess the Parish at 25«. only. — Four vii^tes of land lay fallow. 
Also the Foundation of the Church with lands and rents annexed 
(worth 8*.), certain tithes (worth 7s,), the small tithes, ofierings, 
and other profits of the Church (worth £2, 135. 4rf.) were all 
exceptional to any estimate of the Ninth of wheat, wool, and lamb 
in the Parish.^ In 1534-6 the Preferment of Richard Coston, 
Rector of Whetall, was in tithes £7. Qs. 6^., and the only charge 
thereon was 1«. for Archdeacon's Synodals.*^ 



^ Lord Forester'B Register, fo. 40, b. 
^ Moncutuxm, V, 81, b. 
" Supra, p. 163. 

» Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 166, a. 
^ Inquia. Nonarwn, p. 190. This was 
an unusually low assesement. G^erally 



the AesesBors did not allow the whole re- 
duction ascertained by analyzing the com- 
ponent parts of the Cfhweh'taxatwn s but 
in this case they allowed not only that, 
but lbs. Ad. for the untilled land. 
^ Valor Ecelesiaaiicusy III, 2\\. 
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EAELY INCUMBENTS » 

Reginald son op Reginald pitz Stephen of Lndlow^ institnted 
June 12, 1284 ; — the Bishop presenting " by reason of the custody of 
the Vill of Wethull."*^ St. Outhlac's pension is specially reserved. 

Robert de Turbervilb, Clerk.'^ Inst. 9 Nov., 1288. Patron 
Sir Walter Haket.** 

John db Yarpol, Subdeaoon. Inst. Nov. 27, 1296. Patron 
Sir Walter Haket, Knight. 

Richard de Bodenham, Priest. Inst. 18 July, 1816. Same 
Patron. 

John -Haket, Subdeacon and Rector of Wheathill, has, on 25 
Oct., 1334, a dispensation for the purpose of two years^ study. A 
Royal Patent of July 6, 1342, appoints special Justices to inquire 
" what Malefactors seized John Hakette, late Parson of Whethull, 
by night, at Whethull, and took him to Lodelowe, and feloniously 
drowned him in the water called Temede (The Team.)"*^ 

This was an affair of some months' standing, for we have, — 

Sir John Jokewyne, instituted April 25, 1842, to this Living. 

Ralph de la Lowe. Inst. Jan. 13, 1363. Patron John de 
Stoke, Lord of Whethull. 

John de Bromfeld, Priest. Inst. 15 Aug., 1366. Same Patron. 

John de la Owene, Rector of Wheathill, was removed to Hopton 
Wafre,*! in 1374, and— 

Sir Gilbert Aunger, late Rector of Hopton Wafre, was insti- 
tuted here on Sept. 20, at presentation of William de Ayleston. 

Sir John Wirley resigned this living in 1399, and on Nov. 9, 

Sir Reginald Cokes, Chaplain, was instituted at presentation 
of Thomas Stokes and Joanna his wife. 



» From Blakeway'B MSS. 

^ Walter Haket's minoritj would seem 
to have been a very long one, and his 
CKiardianB to have been changed ; but mj 
evidences about this fiunilj are Blight and 
unsatiBfactory. 

^ ThiB Hector was probably a near 
Belation to Sir Robert de Turberville, 
late Ghiardian of Walter Haket. He is 



the same who has occuired to us (Yol. 
II, p. 35) as Bector of Broseley, and 
(Vol. I, pp. 75, 97, and Vol HI, p. 217) 
as a Prebendary of Bridgnorth. 

'^ The Stottesden Jurors of 1292 pre- 
sented him howerer as not then a Knight 

« Patent, 16 Edw. Ill, p. 2, m. 80 
dorto. 

*^ Supra, p. 188. 
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The more ancient name of this place was Neen Baldwin. The 
reason of the change will appear below. It was the only Manor in 
Condetret Hundred held by Osbem fitz Richard^ Lord of Richard's 
Castle. He held it immediately of the King^ and soon after Dofnes- 
day it was annexed to Overs Hundred^ in which Osbem fitz Richard 
had a predominant interest. Domesday notices the Manor thus : — 
" The same Osbem holds Nene, and Siuuard (holds it) of him. The 
same Siuuard held it (in Saxon times) ^ and was a free man. This 
Manor was never hidaged^ nor ever paid geld. There is arable land 
(sufficient) for five ox-teams. In demesne is one team and ten Ser&^ 
and a Mill paying a bushel {modium) of com. In King Edward^s 
time the Manor was worth 40^. per annum. Now it is worth 18^.^'^ 

Of Siward the Saxon I have spoken under Cleobury North.* He 
held great estates in Shropshire in the reign of the Confessor, and 
some of them he held under the Church of Worcester. Neen is 
not one of the Manors named as having ever belonged to that 
Church, but the Church is said to have lost other Manors besides 
those enumerated by the Chronicler. The extraordinary immunities 
which Neen had enjoyed from remote times make it very possible 
that it had been Church-land, and if so, held by Siward of the 
Church of Worcester. 

Siward seems eventually to have lost his Tenancy under the Barons 
of Richard's Castle, for Osbem fitz Hugh, grandson of Osbem fitz 
Richard, gave Nene, before 1185, to one who is called by my au- 
thority the " Childe Baldwine,'' his ordinary name being, I suppose, 
Baldwin le Poer. Baldwin le Poer being dead, and leaving only 
daughters, and Hugh de Say, nephew of Osbern fitz Hugh, being 
Lord of Richard's-Castle, the latter gave a seigooral right over the 
Coheiresses to one Rc^er de Solariis, who thus became Mesne Lord 
of Neen. The Deed by which this was efiected, must have passed 
between 1190 and 1196, but I have only an abstract of its con- 
tents.^ — " Hugh, son of Hugh de Say, grants to Roger de Solers, 



> Domesday^ fo. 260, ft, 1. 

« Supra, Vol. Ill, pp. 22, 23. 

^ Abstract of tho original Deed, inserted 



on a Goningsby Pedigree, in possession of 
the Rev. John Brooke, of Haughton. 
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Neen, which Osbern fitz Hugh, his Uncle, did give to the Childe 
Baldwine. — The Daughters of Baldwine, if they have any right, are 
to hold by one knight^s-fee under Roger de Sollers. Witnesses : — 
Walter Clifforde, William de Mara, Walter de Solers, Robert S tunny, 
William de Clifford, William Earby, Robert Wyard, William de 
Grete, John Walsh (Walensis)/^ The names of Baldwin le Poer's 
three daughters were Petronilla, Elena, and Eustachia. The first 
was married to * * de Praxino, the two others to relations of Roger 
de Solariis. Thus there came to be three families named De Solariis 
which had an interest in Neen, a circumstance which makes their 
distinct history a matter of no little di£Siculty. I will first speak of 
Roger de Solariis, the Mesne Lord, and his descent. He appears 
to me to have been of Dorston, in Herefordshire, a Manor held by 
service of one Knighfs-Fee under the Barons Clifford, who were 
closely connected with the Barons of Richard's Castle. The suc- 
cessor, probably the son of Roger de Solariis, was named William, 
and he it was who in a Feodary of about the year 1230, is said to 
hold a Knight' s-fee in Nene under the Lords of Richard's Castle.^ 
This William, or his son of the same name, appears in January, 
1243, as holding Dorsinton (Dorston) under the third Walter de 
Clifford.^ Again William de Solariis occurs in 1255, as Mesne Lord 
of Neen Sollers, and in 1272, he occupies a similar position, being 
called to warranty by some of the Coparceners who held under 
him, and being distinguished from one of those Coparceners as 
" William de Sollers de Dorsington/' 

Eustachia le Poer, the eldest daughter, as I believe, of Bald- 
win le Poer, married * * * * de Solariis, and had by him a son 
John de Solariis, or else her husband himself was John de Solariis. 
The former is the statement on Record,^ the latter much more pro- 
bable on chronological grounds. Eustachia's husband, whatever his 
name, seems to have enfeoffed a Tenant in his share of Neen, viz. 
one Jordan de Alneto. Hence a Feodary of about the year 1210, 
gives Jordan de Alneto, Ranulf de Solers, and Engeram de Praxino, 
as each holding one-fourth of a Knight^s-fee in the Honor of Ri- 
chard's Castle.7 I do not suppose that the exact Tenure of each is 
here stated correctly, and the Mesne tenure of Roger de Solers 



■• Liber Jtuher ScaecarUf fo. oxlv. 

* Testa de NevUly 66, b. 

' The descent of the cobein of Keen is 
taken from the Plea Boll of Easter Term, 
34, Heu. III. The BoU is in duplicate. 



The pedigree is on the dorse of the 16th 
membrane of one copy (No. 80), and on 
the fiice of the 16th membrane of the other 
(No. 81). 
7 Liber Bnber SeaecarU, fo. cxxxriij. 
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of Donton is omitted altogether. These three Coparceners were 
living in November 1221^ when^ as I have elsewhere said^ Jordan 
de Alneto, having a lawsnit against John de Brompton^ named 
Engeram de Fraxino^ and Rannlf de Solariis^ his Attorneys.^ The 
Tenant of this share of Neen SoUars, in 1240^ was Walter de Esse^ 
of whom I shall say more imder Nash. He and his Partners are 
set down as holding a Knight^s Fee in None Baudewin^ under the 
Barons of Richard's Castle, all Mesne interests being again omitted.^ 
In Easter Term 1250, Richard de Harleg sued William de Esse 
for two-thirds of a messuage and carucate of land in Ene (read 
Nene). William de Esse caUed his Seigneur, William de Solariis 
(son of John de Solariis), to warranty. William de Solariis youched 
the warranty, and pleaded that he was only a Coparcener, for that 
Baldwin le Poer had had three daughters, whose descendants he 
proceeded to specify. — Eustachia, one of the said daughters, had 
issue John de Solariis, and the said John had issue WiUiam de 
Solariis, the present Defendant. It was proved that one of the 
other Coparceners was a Minor, so the case was adjourned till he 
should come of age.^^ The share thus held by William de Esse 
under William de Solariis, fell within the next five years to William 
de Clifford, as Tenant. The latter sat as a Juror on the Inquisition 
of Overs Hundred in 1255, and the finding as to Nene Bauwyn 
was as follows : — William de Clifford, Hugh de Fraxino, and Philip 
de Mungumery (Custos of the heir of William fitz Randulph), hold 
one Knight's-fee of William de Solers^^ in the Vill of Nene, of the 
Barony of Burford, and they do no other Suit than to the two 
Toums of the Sheriff annually.^' 

In 1256, I find that Walter de Clifford and William de Solariis 
were at issue about some market improperly established,^' but by 
which of the parties or where does not appear ; but it is probable 
that the WiUiam de Solariis concerned was he who then held a 
share of Neen over William de Clifford, and under William de 
Solariis, of Dorston. In August 1257, I find Amicia del Esse 
suing William de Clifford under writ of novel disseizin for a tene- 
ment in Esse (Nash) and Nene,^^ that is, I presume, a representative 



^ 8apra, p. 247. 

9 Testa de Nevill, p. 46. 

^ Plaeita, Eaater Term, 84 Hen. Ill, 
m. 16 doreo, 

" This William de Solen was of Don- 
ton obyiously, and not identical with the 
WiUiam last named. 



1' JRot Hundred. II, 74. m aUam 
sectam turn facimti mei ad duos tumoe 
Vieecomitis per anmun, (to which is added) 
ad capud ilHue ad unum arable. The ad* 
dition I cannot interpret. 

" Assizes^ 40 Hen. Ill, m. 9. 

^* FaietU, 41 Heu. Ill, dorso. 
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of the late Tenant of this share of Neen^ alleged that she had been 
unjustly ousted by the present Tenant. 

At the Assizes of 1272, Roger de Solers (one of the other Co- 
parceners of Neen) claimed 49. rent in Neen as heir of Juliana de 
Pemell, his deceased Aunt. He sued William de Clifford for Is. Sd, 
of the said rent, and Agnes, Widow of Adam de la Re, for 2s. 4d. 
Agnes called William de Solers to warranty. He seems to have 
vouched a warranty in both cases, for it is added that he called 
William de Solers, of Dorsinton, to warranty of the whole.^* In 
this same year, John le King, of Ayston, with Alice his wife, take 
out a writ of novel disseizin against William de Clifford and Walter 
Partrik, concerning a Tenement in Solers Neyn.^^ At the Inquisi- 
tion of Overs Hundred (November 1274) each of the three Feoffees 
of Neen were on the Jury, viz. William de Clifford, Hugh de Frene, 
and Roger de Solars.^^ They also occur on a local Jury in August 
1278, and the Feodary of 1284 gives them as holding Neen Solers 
by one knight' s-fee under Edmund de Mortimer, who held under 
Robert de Mortimer.^^ This statement brings to light a change in 
the Seigneury of Neen Sollars, which had taken place at some pre- 
vious period. Edmund de Mortimer, of Wigmore, held the whole 
Manor under Robert de Mortimer of Richard's Castle» but how he 
acquired this tenure I cannot say. Nor yet can I say whether 
SoUers of Dorston held under Edmund de Mortimer and over the 
Coparceners, or whether it was Solers' intermediate interest which 
Edmund de Mortimer had acquired. Lastly, it is doubtful whether 
some Tenant holding next over William de Clifford is not omitted in 
the above statement. The Inquisition on the death of Robert de 
Mortimer, taken August 13, 1287, says that Edmund de Mortimer 
was Tenant of the deceased, both of the Manor and Advowson of 
Nene Solers. He held by service of one Enighfs-fee. The Manor 
was worth £16. per annum ; the Church was worth 20 merks.^^ 
So again the Inquest of February 1305, on the death of Edmund 
de Mortimer of Wigmore, states him to have had the Advowson of 
Neen Solers, and that the Coparceners {Parcenarii} held the Manor 
under the deceased by one knight's-fee.^^ And again in April 1308, 



^ AMtizeiy 66 Hen. m, m. 6 dwno. 

^ PcOmU, 66 Hen. Ill, dorw. 

17 SoL Hundred, II, 103. 

^ Kirb^g Quest. 

» InqmtUiofu, 16 Edw. I, No. 16. The 
Calendar gives a less perfect Copy of this 
Inquest under 2 Edw. I, No. 68 (Calendar, 



YoL I, p. 68). The date is assigned with- 
out any authority in the Inquest itself and 
the name (Muffh de Mortimer) to whidi it 
is ascribed, is altogether an error of tran- 
scription. 
» InqmiiHont^ 32 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 
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Roger de Mortimer (of Wigmore) is set down as holding a Knight^s- 
fee in Nen Solera of the estate of Matilda, the then deceased 
Widow of Hugh de Mortimer of Richard's Castle.'^ 

I must now return to speak of the other daughters of Baldwin 
le Poer, and their descendants. — 

Petronilla le Poer, probably the second of these daughters, 
married * * * de Fraxino, or de Frene. Her son (or, as I think, 
her husband) Tngeram de Fraxino, occurs under the dates of 1203, 
1210 and 1221. Ingeram's successor was Hugh de Fraxino, the 
same, I imagine, as he who, in 1243, held two hides in Sutton St. 
Nicholas (afterwards called Sutton Frene) and Marden, both mem- 
bers of the Honotir of Kington, and situated in Herefordshire. These 
he held by half a knight's-fee.^* He also held half a knight's-fee in 
Moccas, of the Earl of Hereford, and of the same honour of King- 
ton.^ Like William de Esse, his Coparcener in Neen, this Hugh de 
Femes, as he is written, was sued by Richard de Harlegh in Easter 
Term 1250, for one carucate, less five acres, in Nene. Like Wil- 
liam de Esse, he pleaded his tenure in Coparcenery, and showed 
that Richard, son of William de Solers, the third Coparcener, and 
a necessary party to the Suit, was under age.^ Hugh de Nene, a 
Juror for Overs Hundred, at the Assizes of January 1256, may 
have been identical with Hugh de Fraxino, and William de Frene, 
another Juror, may have been his relation and Undertenant. On 
January 18, 1266, King Henry III grants, inter alia, to Matilda, 
wife of Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore, the lands which were Hugh 
de Fraxino's in Nene and Gurlokesho, the said Hugh having been 
an adherent of Simon de Montfort.^** This Hugh de Fraxino occurs 
as interested in Neen undei* the fiirther dates of 1255, 1272, 1274, 
and 1284. The particulars have been already given, or shall be 
included in what I have to say of the third Coparcener in this 
Manor. — 

Elena le Poee, presumed to have been youngest daughter of 
the " Childe Baldwin,'* married * * * de Solariis. Her son, or hus- 
band, Ranulph de Solariis has occurred above under dates of 1210 
and 1221. The son and heir of Ranulph de Solariis was named 
William. He was cfdled William fitz Ranulph, to distinguish him, 
I presume, from two cotemporaries of his name. He was dead in 
1250, and his son Richard, then a Minor, was the third Coparcener 



SI Inquintioiu, 1 Edw. n, No. 59. 

»•» Testa de NeoiU, 64^ 66. 

s* PlaeUa, Eaeter Term, 84 Hen. Ill, 



m. 16 recto. 

* Liber Niger de Wigmore, fo. 37. 
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on whose account Richard de Harley's Suit of that year was post- 
poned. In 1555, the heir of William fitz Ranulph was still a 
Minor, and in ward to Philip de Montgomery. It is probable that 
Richard fitz William died in infancy, or at all events without issue. 
Roger de Solariis, his heir, I take to have been his younger brother. 
In 1272, John de Arundel prosecuted Hugh de Frene and Roger 
de Sellers for disseizing him of common-pasture in three carucates 
in Sellers Nene, a right said to appertain to John's tenement in 
Tateneshul and Merebroch. The Defendants appeared not, and a 
verdict was recorded against them.^ They appealed against this, 
and sued out a Writ for twenty -four Jurors to be empanelled, who 
should convict the former twelve of a false verdict. The second 
trial was called on, but again they appeared not. The Judges 
ordered them to be committed to prison. Afterwards they accorded 
with John de Arundel, he renouncing his daim.'^ This Roger de 
Solariis further occurs as a Juror for Overs Hundred in 1272, and 
in 1274, 1278, and 1284, according to the particulars already given. 



THE CHUBCH. 

This Church does not occur to my notice till the year 1287, when 
Mortimer of Wigmore had obtained the Advowson from Mortimer 
of Richard's Castle. It was then valued at 20 merks (£13. 6s, Sd,) 
per annum.^ The Taxation of 1291 gives the Church of Nenesolers 
in the Deanery of Burford as worth £S. per annumy besides a por^ 
turn of 3*. which the Abbot of Wigmore had therein.^ In 1341 the 
Assessors of the Ninth quoted the Church-Taxation of Niensolers as 
£8. 3*., but rated the Parish at £5. to the current Levy. Three 
carucates of land there lay fallow, the Tenants being impoverished. 
Also the Glebe, small-tithes, the offerings, and some other spiritual 
dues worth 60«. per annum, were not included in the Taxation of the 
Church.«> The Vahr of 1534-5 speaks of Nyende Solas and MU- 
ston as constituting one Rectory. This combination probably was 
as old as Domesday when Milson, though not in Condetret Hundred, 
was yet accounted a Bereunck of Neen. The preferment of Rich- 
ard Lucy, Incumbent of this Rectory in 1534-5, was in Glebe and 



" * V AuUes, 56 Hen. Ill, 4 dorso, 18 
recto. 

» Supra, p. 294. 

» Pope Nich. Taxation, p. 166, b. 

^ InquM. Nonarum, p. 188. I quote 
the Record u it Btands. Two reaeons are 



given why the Assessment Taries from the 
ChMrch' Taxation. The first is intelligible 
enough and in favour of reducing the As- 
sessment. The second is unusual, and if it 
is correctly worded, it is an argument for 
raising, not reducing, the Assessment. 
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Tithes, £13. IO5. 6d.per annum; which sum was chargeable with 
7s. 2d. for Procurations and Synodals.^* 

EARLY INCUMBENTS." 

Richard le Fort, — admitted 19 Sep., 1314. Patron, Sir Roger 
de Mortimer, Lord of Wigmore. 

Richard de Wytton, Rector of this Church, has a license of 
Absence, dated 9 December, 1320. 

William Lodelowe, Presented to the Church of Solyers Nient, 
in the year 1341. Patron, — The King, the Honour of Mortimer 
being then in manu Regis.^ 

Sir Richard Nowel, admitted Feb. 28, 1342. On May 13, 
1350,— 

Master Robert de Malley, late Rector of Schirreve's-Upton 
(Wygom. Dioc.) is admitted here, having exchanged with the last 
Incumbent. On 18 July, 1356, — 

Richard Nowel, haying re-exchanged is re-admitted. On 6 
March, 1361,— 

John de Cleobury, late Rector c^ Flamstede (Lincoln Dioc.), 
is admitted, having exchanged with the last Incumbent. — Patron, 
The King, as Custos of the heir of Roger de Mortimer, Earl of 
March. This Rector resigned Oct. 18, 1361, and — 

William de Ourdewell was admitted May 14, 1362. — Patron, 
the King, as before. He resigned 7 Feb., 1385, and on Feb. 23, 
1385, the King as Custos of the Heir of Edmund de Mortimer, 
Earl of March, presents — 

Richard de Welyngton, who exchanges with — 

Sir William de Egginton, late Vicar of Cleobury Mortimer. 
The latter is admitted here on July 27, 1418, at presentation of 
Edmund, Earl of March, Lord of Wigmore and Clare. This Rector 
died in 1456. 

" Valor Eeeleai<utiou9, III, 214. I » PaUnt, 15 Edw. 1(1, p. 2. 

» From Blakeway's MBS. I 
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This is one of the only two Shropshire Hundreds which retain 
their Domesday names. The reason why it is identical in name, 
and for the most part in extent, with the Domesday Hundred, is 
that the Lords of Bichard's-Castle had the chief manorial in- 
terest here as well as the Soke or Hundredal Seigneury. The changes 
of boundary which have been made are so perfectly intelligible in 
themselves that in following the history of this Hundred we learn 
the theory which guided the preservation of ancient boundaries or, 
if circumstances suggested it, annihilated them. When the Shrop- 
shire Hundreds were generally rearranged, in the time of Henry I, 
Overs lost nothing except Earls Ditton, which Domesday had already 
recognised as a member of Cleobury Mortimer. It therefore went 
to the Hundred (Stottesden), in which Cleobury Mortimer was then 
placed. At the same time, Neen Sollars was annexed to Overs, in 
which Hundred, Milson, a Berewick of Neen Sollars, was placed 
at Domesday, The reason of this increase to Overs Hundred was 
because the Lord of Richard's Castle was Manorial Lord of Neen 
Sollars. When after the battle of Evesham, Roger de Mortimer 
and the Abbot of Wigmore obtained Charters which exempted several 
of their Manors from all subjection to Hundred-Courts, Cainham 
and Coreley were severed from Overs Hundred; but when these 
franchises of Mortimer and Wigmore Abbey were destroyed, Cain- 
ham and Corley were not restored to Overs Hundred, but annexed 
to Stottesden, to which many of Mortimer's not yet independent 
Manors had before the battle of Evesham belonged. This annexation 
to Stottesden Hundred was probably a mistake, — the result of a 
false association. To this day however the error stands, and we 
see Overs Hundred severed in twain by a long strip of land, — an 
offshoot as it were of Stottesden Hundred. 

Other changes of Overs Hundred have been as follows : — Lower 
Ledwich was detached therefrom by the special Franchises of the 
Prior of Bromfield, but at what period I cannot say. Now like 
Bromfield itself, in which Parish it anciently stood, Lower Ledwich 
is annexed to Munslow Hundred. 
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Secondly, in the thirteenth century we find Henley in a state of 
separation from Overs Hundred by reason of its temporary con- 
nection with Ludlow Castle. Now that part of Henley which is in 
Bitterley Parish has been restored to its original Hundred of Overs, 
but another part which is in Stanton-Lacy Parish is, I presume, re- 
puted to be in the Hundred of Munslow. 

Thus much I have said as to the changed boundaries of this 
Domesday Hundred, and now it will be fitting to state something 
as to the progressive alterations in the Soke or Jurisdiction. — The 
Lord of the Hundred at the time of the Conquest was the Lord 
of Burford and Richard's Castle. This was Richard fitz Scrobi, a 
Norman who had been settled in England many years before the 
Conquest, and was a favourite of Edward the Confessor. This 
Richard fitz Scrobi being one of the few Normans who had not in- 
curred the hatred of the Saxons, was allowed to remain in England 
in 1052, when the party of Earl Godwin procured the expulsion of 
the majority of such Settlers.^ He survived the Conquest, and 
these facts confirm the truth of the assertion, made two centuries 
afterwards,^ that he was Lord of Overs Hundred at the time of that 
event. After his time his Successors, finding that " they could not 
distribute justice nor punish the folk" of the district, gave half of 
the Hundred to the King, on condition of receiving aid in such 
matters.^ This joint jurisdiction existed in the year 1255. The 
Hundred then was nominally paying 16«. per annum for the enjoy- 
ment of its usages. Half of this sum went to the Crown and half 
to the Lord of Burford. The Sherifi^, I presume, accounted 8*. in 
the ferm of the County for this item of Royal revenue, but the 
actual sum which he received from his Bailiflf of Overs was 100«.* 
The diflFerence was of course realized by all kinds of extortion ex- 
ercised by the subordinate officer. The Hundred was represented 
at the Assizes of 1203, 1221, and also at the Assizes of 1256, by 
twelve Jurors and a Bailiff, — Adam Wele in 1256. They made the 
usual presentments, and said that the Hundred was worth 100*. 
per annum, a statement which, compared with the former account, 
is intelligible, but hardly full enough. The Inquisition of 1274 gave 
a very different account of the value of this Hundred. At the 
time of the battle of Evesham it seems to have been worth 10^ 



* Florence of Worcester , I, 210. II, 1. 
« Bot. Bundred. II, 74. 
^ NoH potverunt plaeHare nee gentes 
Jkulicarej — where I presume a particular 



punishment stands for punishment in 
general. 

^ Rot Hundred. II, 74. 
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TABLE OP THE DOMESDAY 



Domesday 
Name. 



Buterlie 



Bureford 



Caibam 



Saion Owner, 
T. B. E. 



Goduiniu. . . . 



rBiohardus I 
\ pater 08- \ 

• • ■ • I 



< pater 



Gornelie 



Dodintone 
Haneleu . 



Mulstone .... 



Manor unnamed 



Manor unnamed 



Tedenesolle . . . 



Morcar ComaB 



SiuuarduB 



Elmnndus 



(Siuuardus) 

{Ecclcsia 
Sancttt 
Mariie 
{Eodesia 
Sancti 
Bemigii 



csia 1 

lie . . .J 
esia 1 
ti I 

igii. . J 



Domeaday 
Tanant m OipUe, 



SiuuarduB 



Bogerius Conies . . 

f Osbemus Alius ") 
(Bicardi j 

Idem 

( BadulfusdeMor- *) 
( temer j 

{BadulfusdeMor^ \ 
temer ) 

Bogerius Comes . . 

( Osbemus filius 1 
(Bicardi j 

C Ecclesia Sancts ") 
(. Maris ) 

C Ecclesia Sancti "> 
(Bemigii j 

f Osbemus filius *) 
i Bicardi ) 



Domeadaj 
Heme, or naxt Tenant. 



Bogerius deLaci 



Badulius de Mortemer 



Bainaldus Yioecomes 



OouteoMif I 
. Bub-Teunt. 



f Robert u£ 

< Ved Wal- 
[terius . . . 



US ... . 



merks (£7,) . When the Manors of Boger de Mortimer and the 
Abbot of Wigmore were withdrawn, this value was reduced to 
£4. 1.3«. 4rf., whereof the Lord of Burford had £2. and the King 
£2, IZs. 4d., one share being more productive than the other by 
reason of the Royal power {propter potenciam Regis). The same 
Record attributes to the Baron of Burford the right of having a 
gallows and holding assize of bread and beer. These were prescrip- 
tive adjuncts of his Jurisdiction as Lord of the Himdred. The 
Jurors remembered how John Baril, Under Sheriff to Hugh de 
Mortimer of Chelmarsh, had exacted 4 merks from Hugh de Mor- 
timer of Burford, because the latter ejected the said Under Sheriff 
from the Liberty of Burford, and would not allow him to hold In- 
quisitions there, which indeed he had no right to hold. This, T 
presume, was a question which regarded the Manor of Burford 
only, but I mention it here because it exhibits one Lord of the 
Hundred upholding his manorial rights at the expense of his 
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DomflkUy 



■ ■ • • y 



^EGclesiaet 
Presbyter. 
II Hais 

{II Molendina.^ 
Eoclesia et I 
Siha et Haia .J 
^MolendiDum. 
IV Bomiiue 
salis de Wicb. 
Sa7a.inHai» 



{ 



Appredata in ") 
CUuberie . . . . j 

Molendinom . . . 
AdjacetadNene 



Wasta fuit et eat 



SilTa 



Doine«d»j 
Hidage. 



8 hides. 
6i h. 

8 h. 

2 h. 
1 h. 
1 h. 

i h. 
1 h. 
1 h. 



27i hides. 



Domeadaj 
Bafeienoe. 



fo. 266, b. 1 



260, a. 1 



266, b. 2 



260, a. 1 

260, a.] 
266, a. 1 

260, a. 1 
262, b. 2 



262, a. 2 



260, a. 1 



Modem 
Hundnd. 



Modem 
Name. 



Oren 



Bitterley. 



Ibidem Burford. 



Stotteaden 



Ibidem 

Ibidem 
Overs . 

Ibidem 



Munslow 



Overo 



Ibidem 



Cainham. 

Coreley. 

Saris Ditton. 
Henley. 

Biilson. 
Lower Ledwich. 

SilTington. 

/Tetstilland 
i Milbrook ? 



general franchise^ and resisting the Officer of the other Lord of the 
Hundred. The Jurors made many other complaints on this occa- 
sion^ but uniformly against the conduct of the Eing^s Officers^ 
rather than that of the Lords of Burford.* 



BurtorU* 



In the name of this place we have the Saxon words Buph (a 
town) and Fojib (a ford) in most intelligible juxtaposition. 
Domesday describes the Manor as follows :— 
" Osbem Fitz Richard holds Bureford of the King. Richard, 

ft MoL Hundred, II, 103, 104. 



302 



BURPORD. 



his Father^ held it (in Saxon times). Here are six hides and a 
half geldable. The arable land is sufficient to employ xxix ox- 
teams. Here Osbem has ii Mills^ rendering xii quarters of com 
{summasannofUB), and here are vi Serfs^ xii Villains, iii Badmans^ 
XXIV Boors^ VII Coliberti, and a Church with two Priests. Among 
them all they have xxiii ox-teams. Here is a wood which will 
fatten a hundred swine^ and therein is one Haye. In time of 
King Edward the (annual) value (of the Manor) was 100^. Now 
it is £4.^^ 1 

Burford was the Caput of Osbem fitz Richard's Shropshire 
Barony. This therefore is the proper place to give some account 
of his origin and successors^ and in so doing I shall dwell rather 
on matters of local interest than on the general history of this 
House^ except indeed where I can render some former accounts 
more definite or more correct. 



BARONY OF BURFORD AND RICHARD'S CASTLE. 

Richard Scrob^ otherwise called Richard !Pitz-Scrob^ was cue 
of the Norman Favourites of King Edward the Confessor, one of 
those too who escaped the rancour of Earl Godwin and his Sons 
in 1052^ and were not forced to leave the kingdom with others of 
their fellow-countrymen. This was not alone due to the King's 
partiality, but, as we are told, to the blameless conduct of the 
favoured few towards the native Saxons. Robert the Deacon, a 
Norman, whose daughter Richard Scrob had married, was another 
who remained.^ We gather from Domesday an account of Richard 
ScroVs possessions in the time of King Edward. He had four 
Manors in Worcestershire and one in Shropshire (Burford). He 
had also an interest in Herefordshire, where he is alluded to as 
Richard Scrupe/ but the Herefordshire Domesday refers to a 
period of the Confessor's reign when Osbem fitz Richard was 
already seized of sixteen Manors in that County.^ I conclude that 
his Father had given them up to him. Richard Scrupe survived 
the Conquest, and obviously threw his weight into the scale of the 
Normans. In the year 1067 we find him associated with the 
Castellans of Herefordshire, and not very successfully resisting 



' Domesdaif, fo. 260, a, 1. 

2 Flormtce Wigom. I, 210.— Robert 
the Deaoon wm probably identical with 
Robert son of Wimarch, of whom I shall 



have more to say under Bromfield. 

' * ^ Domesday i foB. 185, a, 2, and 186, 
b, 2. 



§ 



a 



t 



303 



o 

Q 






< 




o 

o 
Q 




ft 



O N 



II— 



2 



S 



JQ 

2 



I 






1 
I 
I 

I 



I 

i 



^ 



<M 



S . 



8 
O 



1 

1 



(M 



IF 



00 

I 



o 



"1-13 



«§ 



eq 






womS 







OOO 



1 



OB 



CD 



l8 



I 



«) 



oa 



•3* 



09 



^3 



wo 



<«A 



II— 



il 



§ 



^ 



•§ 






J 

Ha iH 

II 



Ih 



& 



d «> 

iH 04 



iH 

I 

J 



-6 

I 

_© t* 

II— 

<fi 



■<■ 



g 



I 



ill 



« 

s 



304 BURFORD. 

Edric the Forester^ who still continued to maintain the Saxon 
cause in the West.^ Richard Scrupe is said to have built Bichard's 
Castle in Herefordshire^ and its name to have been derived from 
him as its Founder. This trenches on a very curious but difficult 
question. The Herefordshire Domesday identifies no such Castle^ 
but under the land of Osbem fitz Richard it mentions a Castle 
called Auretone in Cutestomes Hundred, which was worth 20*. 
per annum to Osbem fitz Richard, and wherein he had twenty-three 
men who paid him half the said income.^ Another page of the 
same Record speaks of a Manor of 5^ hides in the Chatellany 
{castettarid) of Auretone as having been held in the days of the 
Confessor bv one Richard.*^ This Richard I doubt not to have 
been Richard Scrupe, and Auretone to have been the Castle after- 
wards called Richard's Castle, but why the Castle came to his son 
Osbern without the estate I cannot imagine. I shall have more to 
say on this subject hereafter. Richard Scrupe was deceased before 
Domesday, and his son — 

Osbern fitz Richard was seized of numerous Manors, held 
under the King or the Earl of Shrewsbury, and in the Counties of 
Herefordshire, Shropshire, Worcestershire, Warwickshire, and Bed- 
fordshire. Of all these, his Father had held five in the Confessor^s 
reign, while Osbem himself had held two in Worcestershire, sixteen 
in Herefordshire, and two in Shropshire at the same early period. 
The remainder had been acquired since the Conquest. From 
Osbem fitz Richard I pass to his son — 

HtroH riTZ Osbern, living in the time of Henry I, but of whom 
very little seems to be known. As '^ Hugh son of Osbem son of 
Richard,^^ he stands first witness to a very remarkable grant made 
by Osbem fitz Pontius to the Abbey of Pershore. He is followed 
by Turstin his Brother and Baldric his knight in this attestation.^ 
The wife of Hugh fitz Osbem was Eustachia de Say, whom most 
accounts would induce us to associate with the Says of Shropshire, 
i. e. the Barons of Clun or the Lords of Stokesay. Either sup- 
position is, as far as I know, without foundation. Nevertheless 
Eustachia de Say must have been a person of impoitance, for she 



• Florence W%gom, II, 1, 

* Domesdasfy fo. 186, b, 2. 
^ DomescUuf, fo. 185, a, 2. Robert 

Gtemou was Tenant of the estate of Aure- 
tone at Dametdofff holding it apparently 
of the King. The same person held Lar- ^ Harleian Charter, 50, B, 22. 

pol of the King, and that is expressly said 



to have been Bichard Serupe's in Saxon 
times. It is Tarpole, about four miles 
south of Bicliard's Ca«tle. After Doptet- 
day it certainly rererted to the Barons of 
Richard's Gastle. 
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left her own surname with the descendants of herself and her 
husband. She and her son, Osbem fitz Hugh, may justly be 
esteemed as Founders of the Nunnery of West wood in Worcester- 
shire. Their grants in Westwood and elsewhere to the Aujovin 
monastery of Fontevraold resulted in a Convent of Nuns being 
placed at Westwood under the sanction of Henry II. The King's 
License or Confirmation bears date at Worcester, and must have 
passed within the first four years of his reign.^ 

OsBEEN FITZ HuGH, of whom I am now to speak, had succeeded 
his Father before the year 1140, — for that was undoubtedly the date 
of Stephen's Patent^ giving the Earldom of Hereford to Robert 
Earl of Leicester. The King does not give the new Earl any 
Seigneury over the Fief of Osbem fitz Hugh, but excepts it from 
his grant.^^ It appears from good but unvouched authority that 
the wife of Osbem fitz Hugh was Amicia^ daughter of Walter dc 
Clifford.^^ We may estimate the probability of this match by what 
we shall hear of the friendly relations of the two families. I find 
Walter de Clifford and Osbem fitz Hugh attesting a grant of Roger 
Earl of Hereford to Brecknock Priory^ which cannot have passed 
later or earlier than 1155.^^ 

In the year 1161 there was a Scutage or Aid levied in Hereford- 
shire, but not in Shropshire. The object of this levy is not re- 
corded. Osbem fitz Hugh was originally chained i£20. for fifteen 
Knights^ -fees, that is, 2 merks per fee, but the King excused by 
Writ the sum of £4. 68. 8rf., — that being apparently the proportion 
assessed upon his Knights in Shropshire.^' In 1165-6 Osbem fitz 
Hugh made a return of the Knights'-fees composing his Barony, 
— ^an invaluable Document were it in existence. The reason of its 
loss I have before explained.^^ In 1167 Osbern fitz Hugh was 
amerced ten merks by Alan de Nevill, Justice of the Forest ; but 
the King excused the whole penalty .^^ In 1168 he was charged 
twenty-three merks to the Aid on marriage of the King's daughter : 
that is, his Barony was assumed to consist of 23 Knights'-fecs. 



» MoiuuHcon, YII, 1004, No. i. Nash 
{BiH. of Woroe§tershire, Vol. I, p. 360) 
says that Oshem fitz Richard and Hugh 
fits Oshem had contributed to the en- 
dowment of Westwood. If BO, I suppose 
it was in the form of previous |p»nts to 
Fontevrauld. 

^ Duneumb^s Herefordshire^ I, 233. 

" Nash, Vol. I, p. 241.— This Pedigree 



of the Says is fiir the most correct of any 
I have seen ; the one which I annex to this 
account is corrective of a very few errors, 
and supplies some important dates. 

» MonatUcon, III, 265, No. iv. 

» Bot. Pip, 7 Hen. II, Berrfordshire. 

" Vol. I, p. 8, note 5. 

^ Bot. Pip. 13, 14, 15 Hen. II, Here 
fordshire. 
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He paid 19 merks at once, and 1 merk in 1169, but 3 merks were 
left in arrear some time afterwards.^® In 1176 Osbem fitz Hugh 
and Walter de ClifiFord were each amerced 6 merks, by the Eang 
himself, for forest-trespass in Worcestershire. The latest occur- 
rence of Osbem fitz Hugh is his confirmation of an act of Baldwin 
Bishop of Worcester, and therefore after August 1180, the date of 
that Prelate's consecration. He is, in this instance, called Osbem 
de Say, and is accompanied by his brother Hugh. In 1185 he wa« 
deceased without issue, and his said Brother, being his heir, fined 
200 merks for livery of his lands.^^ Before I proceed with Hugh 
de Say I should say something of the eleemosynary and other deeds 
of Osbem fitz Hugh, besides his share in the foundation of West- 
wood. He was Lord of Tenbury in Worcestershire, a Manor where 
Walter de Clifibrd was his Tenant. Walter de CliflTord was Lord 
of the neighbouring Manor of Rocheford in Herefordshire. The 
Chapel of Hocheford was an affiliation of the Church of Tenbury. 
Hence we find Osbera fitz Hugh quitting his claim to that Church 
in favour of the Norman Abbey of Lira, and Walter de CliflTord 
coincidently quitting all claim both to Tenbury Church and Roche- 
ford Chapel in favour of the same Religious House.'® Osbem fitz 
Hugh's grant to the Nunnery of Godstow is a document of pe- 
culiar interest, and very consistent with the idea that his wife was a 
Sister of Rosamund Clifford. He gives a salt-pit in Wich called 
Vacca, which pertained to his Manor of Wichbold, to the Nuns, 
at request of Sir Walter de CliflTord, and for the soul^s health of 
Margaret de CliflTord, Walter^s wife, and of Rosamund, Walter's 
daughter, whose bodies were resting at Godstow. This grant was 
made with the assent of King Henry II and of Hugh the Grantor's 
Brother, and was attested by Walter de CliflTord, Richard his son, 
Lucia his daughter (she was wife of Hugh de Say), and William 
de Heton.^'^ An apparently cotemporary grant by Walter de Clif- 
ford himself to the same Nunnery has the attestations of Osbem 
fitz Hugh and Hugh de Say.^* 

Osbem fitz Hugh was also a Benefactor to Haughmond Abbey. 



" JRoL Pip. 13, 14, 15 Hen. II, He- 
refordshire. 

*7 Dugdale's Baronage, 1, 454. — Osbem 
fitz Hugh's name is put down as liable 
to the Scutage of Wales in 1190, viz. 
as owing £11. 10^. at the current rate 
of 10s. per fee. But this is a mere mis- 
take, his name representing his Barony. 



The charge remained undiminished for 
years. 

» Moneulioan, YII, 1094, Nunu. xzvii 
and xyiii. 

» Monastiam, IT, 366, Kums. ziii and 
XT. Fair Boaamund died in 1175 or 
1176, so that 1175 and 1185 are the 
Umit« of date for both these deeds. 



THE BAEONY. 307 

He gave the Canons a Cup of Grold of the value of 4 merks of Gold.*® 
He also gave them a virgate at Richard's Castle^ viz. in Witebroc. — 
Witnesses : Walter de Clifford, Walter his son, Hugh de Say and 
Lucie his wife.*^ He further gave the same Canons the Mill of 
Wichebolde. — Witnesses : Richard, a Chaplain, and Philip Estham.^* 
A Feoffiodent by this Osbert fitz Hugh, which eventually benefited 
the same Abbey, involves an admission which can only have been 
placed upon Record in an age of lax morality. Osbem, with con- 
sent of Hugh de Say, his Brother and Heir, gave to Matilda daugh- 
ter of John Poher the vill called Hugelmeston or Parva Cotheridge, 
etc. on condition that, if she should have an heir, either by the 
Orantor, or by any espoused husband, she and her heirs should 
hold the vill hereditarily. Hugh de Say attested the Deed, and ap- 
parently after his Brother's death confirmed it, receiving from the 
lady " a golden ring with a turquois in the Hall of Bureford.''^ 

Hugh de Say, brother and heir of Osbern fitz Hugh, fined 200 
merks, as I have said, in 1 185 for his livery. He seems to have come 
into notice earlier, if it were indeed he who in 1176, was amerced 
20 merks for Forest-trespass in Dorsetshire or Somersetshire.^ Of 
his fine for livery he continued to pay instalments till the year 1190, 
when a balance of £23. 3s, 44. stood against him ; but in that year 
he died ; for a Fine of JBIOO. by Hugh de Say, then recorded,^^ indi- 
cates the succession of Hugh de Say (II), his son and heir. Of him 
I shall speak presently. Hugh de Say, the father, was undoubtedly 
the husband of Lucia de Clifford, and I suppose it was with this 
Lady that he acquired a feoffment of the Manor of Rocheford, al- 
ready spoken of. Hence in the Haughmond Chartulary we find a 
Deed whereby, — " Hugh de Say, and Lucia his wife, daughter of 
Walter de Clifford, son of Richard fitz Poncius, gave to that Abbey 
the Mill of Rocheforde with suity etc. thereof. — ^Witnesses : Walter de 
Clifford Junior, Richard de Clifford his Brother.'^ The first witness, 
calling himself *' Walter de Clifford, son of Walter, son of Richard 
fitz Poncius, confirmed this grant, caUing Hugh de Say^s wife his 
(Walter's) Sister. — ^Witnesses : Hugh de Say and Richard de Clif- 



» . n . a Haughmond Chartulary : Tit. 
Racheforde; Itiohard*8 Castell ; Wiche- 
bolde. All these grants seem to have 
passed between 1172 and 1185. 

" Chartulary : TU, Coderogge. The 
Cbantee, in the time of Hugh de Say (II) 
bequeathed the land or a part of it to 



Haughmond Abbey, together with her 
body. She seems to have been childless, 
for the Bequest, which was conditional on 
her death without heirs, ultimately took 
effect. 

^ Dugdale*s Baronage, p. 454. 

» Moi, Pip, 2 Bic. I, Herefordshire. 
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ford/'^ It is observable that in this Confinnation Walter de Clif- 
ford (II) calls Hugh de Say " his Lord/^ while in respect of Roche- 
ford, where the grant lay, he was Hugh de Say's Lord. The ex- 
planation is that Clifford held the much more important Manor of 
Tenbury under Hugh de Say. Hugh de Say (I) died, as I have 
said, in 1190. He left his wife Lucia surviving and two sons Hugh 
and Richard. Richard (apparently from a misconstruction of the 
Haughmond Chartulary) has been supposed to have been the elder 
of these two Brothers, and to have died without issue. The latter 
idea is, I presume, only a corollary of the former, but the former 
bdng false, the latter does not follow. The fiEtcts are these. — 

'^ Lucia de Say, daughter of Walter de Clifford, with consent of 
her son (evidently her eldest son) Hugh de Say, gave to Haugh- 
mond Abbey, three viigates and some lesser parcek of land in the 
vill of Rocheforde, the Canons returning to her that Cup of Gold 
which Osbem fitz Hugh had given them. — ^Witnesses: Hugh de 
Say (her son I presume) and Walter de Clifford (her Brother pro- 
bably)/' 

Also '^ Richard son of Hugh de Say,'' having I suppose a younger 
son's portion in Rocheford, '' confirms his Father's and Mother's 
joint grant of Rocheford Mill, as well as the grant of three vii^tes^ 
etc., which his Mother, after his Father's death had given to the 
same Abbey. — ^Witnesses : Walter de Clifford, Gilbert de Say, Ro- 
bert Wyard, John his son." 

But Lucia de Say seems to have remarried to Bartholomew de 
Mortimer; for calling herself daughter of Walter de Clifford, and 
alleging the consent of the said Mortimer her husband, she '^ releases 
certain claims to Haughmond Abbey in Rocheford, and also certain 
land about which she and the Abbey had lately had contention. — 
Witnesses : William Carbond, Robert Wiarde."^ 

Hugh de Say (II) had fined £100. for Livery before Michaelmas 
1190. The balance of his Father's Fine, via. £28. Ss. 4d., was still 
due, and remained so till Michaelmas 1195, when also the balance 
on the Son's Fine had been reduced to £40. 8^. Sd. Here a curi- 
ous artifice seems to have been imposed upon the Officers of the £x- 



^ Haughmond Chartulary : TU, Bache- 
forde. The ffrani seems to have passed 
in the time of Walter de difTord (I), that 
is before 1190 ; the Confirmation after his 
death, and therefore in 1190, for in that 
year Hugh de Say himself died also. But 



possibly the first witness of the Gonfinna- 
tion may be Hugh de Say (II). 

V Chartulary (ut snpra). Baithokh 
mew de Mortimer was deceased before 
November 1226. His Keph6w» Matthew 
deMorlay was his Yuear^CUms. II,159»b). 
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cheqaer. At Michaelmas 1195 Hugh de Say pays a further instal- 
ment of £6. ISs. 4id., but taking advantage of the identity of his 
own and his Father's names^ he pays the said instalment as a part of 
the lesser balance left due by his Father. The next year no instal- 
ment on either balance was paid, for a reason which wiU presently 
appear. Hugh de Say (II) seems immediactely on his succession to 
have been employed in the Wars of Wales. At Michaelmas 1191 
I find that the Sheriff of Shropshire had paid him 25 merks for 
ward of the Castle of Norton (in Badnoirshire) and £6. Ss. for 40 
swine wherewith to victual the said Castle. This was by the King's 
order expressed through the Chancellor (Longchamp). In 1194 he 
was with King Richard in Normandy, and for that reason the 
King excuses him a sum of £23. which had been charged on the 
28 Fees of his Barony for the Scutage which had purchased the 
King's Redemption. In 1195 he was again in Wales, for the Sheriff 
of Herefordshire pays him 100s. by order of Archbishop Hubert 
towards fortifying the Castle of Blidewach. Before Michaelmas 
1196 I should infer firom the Pipe-Rolls that he was dead. His 
debts above mentioned were undiminished. He also owed £23. for 
the Scutage of Normandy assessed in 1195, and £23. for the second 
Scatage of Normandy assessed in 1196. All the arrears which 
thus stood against this Barony were repeated without any attempt 
at liquidation on the Pipe-Roll of 1197. These Details have some- 
thing of an interpretation in other Records. It is not quite dear 
whether the Welsh Chronicle intends to fix the battle of Radnor in 
1195 or 1196. If it was shortly before Archbishop Hubert's Welsh 
campaign (and the Chronicle implies as much), then it was shortly 
before August 1196. In that battle Hugh de Say was associated 
with Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore^ and both were defeated.^ 
The Chronicle does not inform us that Hugh de Say was killed, but 
I learn from other authority that he fell in the wars of Wales,^ and 
I doubt not that it was at or soon after the battle of Radnor. The 
wife of this Hugh de Say was Mabel daughter of Robert ^Marmion. 
She survived her husband, and had the whole of Cotheridge and 
more than £11. per annum in Wichbold for her dower, as awarded 
by a judicial decision in Michaelmas Term 1199.^ 



» Po«m2, p. 180. 

» Banks' Peerage, 1, 169. 

» JBot Ow'uB Sepuyll, 168. In March 
1200, as I think, Mabel de Saj makes her 
second husband, Bc^ginald, her Attorney in 



a Suit of dower against Hugh de Vemn, 
claiming lands in Shropahire and Woroes- 
shire. (PlacUa tempore Megit Johamm^ 
No. 49 ; — one of the Bolls to which an 
emmeous date has been asngned.) 
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HtroH BE Fbbrars became the next Baron of Richard's Castle 
by marrying Margaret^ sole daughter and heir^^ of Hugh de Say. 
This marriage he obtained in 1197 by a fine of 300 merks^ whereof 
100 seem to have been paid down at once to Archbishop Hubert. 
His Sureties for the whole were GeoflBrey de Say, and Walcheline 
de Ferrars.*^ The latter we know to have been Father of Hugh^ 
and Lord of Okeham^ in Rutlandshire. At the date of this Fine^ 
and probably for many years later, Margaret de Say was under age. 
She was certainly so in Easter Term 1200^ when a cause in which 
she was called to warranty was adjourned till she should be of age. 
In the same Term, Hugh de Ferrars appears as if seized of the 
Barony; for there was a suit about land and warranty in which he 
and Richard de Say (Mai^aref s Uncle, I presume) were concerned.^ 
Hugh de Ferrars' Fine seems to have been afterwards considerably 
increased ; at all events his debts to the Crown in 1201, in con- 
nection with this Barony, stood at £236. 17*.,^ or more than 850 
merks, though some instalments had been paid to reduce it to that 
balance. In the current year he paid or pleaded further reductions, 
which left the balance against him £153. Ss. Sd. The second scu- 
tage of King John was levied in this year, and Hugh de Ferrars 
had acquittance in the several Counties of Warwickshire, Hereford- 
shire, Worcestershire, and Berkshire.^^ In Shropshire he was not 
put in charge at aU. The same may be said of the third and fourth 
Scutages of John's reign, but for the fifth Scutage, assessed in 1204, 
Hugh de Ferrars had a special exemption addressed to the Sheriff 
of Shropshire.*^ In this year Hugh de Ferrars died, without issue 
by his infant wife Margaret. His own inheritance, which he had 
enjoyed for a season in succession to his elder Brother Henry, was 
now claimed by his Sister Isabella, whom I have already noticed as 
wife of Roger de Mortimer of Wigmore. Meanwhile, two Writs- 
Close, dated August 15 and 25, 1204, order the Sheriflfe of Shrop- 



^ Nash's Pedigree gives to Hugh de 
Saj (II) two Sons, Helias and Bbbert, 
represented to have died «. p. This is an 
error, arising from a misconstruction of 
the Haughmond Chartulaiy. The two 
individuals, Helias and Robert, were pos- 
sibly Sons of a Hugh de Say, but I shall 
speak of them elsewhere as members of a 
different &mily, viz. Say of Stokesay. 

^ Mot, Pipe, 9 Bic. I, Herefordshire. 

» Bot Ourke Seffis, II, pp. 228, 269. 



The latter case probably concerned land 
in Bocheford. The name of Hugh de Say 
is inserted in the entry as if a party to the 
Suit. This could not have been actually 
the case, and the error must be ascribed 
to the Law-Clerk. Probably Hugh de Say 
was mentioned as then represented by 
Hugh de Ferrars. 

*< Mot Cane. 8 John, pp. 106, 88. 

» Ibidem, pp. 14, 110, 134, 268. 

" Mot. Pipe, 6 John, Salop, 
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shire, Herefordshire^ and Worcestershire, to give William de Canti- 
lupe possession of such lands as had been Hugh de Ferrars^ in right 
of Margaret his wife. Cantilupe was to hold them during the 
King's plei«ui«.»7 Margaret de Say stiU remained a child though 
a Widow. 

In October 1204, I find the first mention of Thomas de Galwey, 
afterwards Earl of Athol^ as in the service and pay of King John. 
Tn March 1205, it appears that this Thomas de Oalwey had fur- 
nished certain Ships manned with mercenaries, for the King's ser- 
vice, to whom the King promises one half of the goods which they 
should gain from the King's foes, besides their full and proper pay.^^ 
Other marks of the King's consideration for Thomas de Galwey 
occur in the same year, and on November 8 he informs the Sherifis 
of Shropshire, Herefordshire, and Worcestershire, that he has given 
the wife of Hugh de Ferrars to Thomas de Galwey, who is imme- 
diately to have seizin of all lands which the said Hugh held in right 
of his said wife, but not of any other lands held by Hugh.^^ Thomas 
de Galwey does not seem to have actually married the great Heiress, 
but the matter was a long time pending. On June 30th, 1207, 
Thomas de Galwey appears to lie under some temporary suspicion, 
for his BailifiB are ordered to render up to William de Cantilupe 
three Castles, and all other things belonging thereto, which he held 
by the King's pleasure, viz. Richard's Cattle, Stapleton Castle, and 
Hamm Castle.^ But on August 18 following, the Constable of 
Chester having apparently offered himself as a Guarantee for Tho- 
mas de Galwey, the King orders William de Cantilupe to give the 
land and stock of Thomas de Galwey, described as lying in Here- 
fordshire, to the said Constable, but to keep certain Castles till the 
Constable shall have sent his Steward to do fealty to the King for 
their safe custody .^^ Thomas de Galwey seems to have recovered 
his position by a Fine of 1000 merks, proffered about September 
1207^ *' that he might have the land of Hugh de Say." He was 
to pay 30 merks at the present Term of Michaelmas, 30 merks at 
Easter following, and at a higher rate annually afterwards, when he 
should have had to wife the daughter and heir of the said Hugh de 
Say. William de Cantilupe was ordered to. give the proper seizin 
after taking security for the Fine.*^ This provisional arrangement 
probably existed up to May 14, 1208, at which time the Fine and 



^ Bot. Clous. I, 5. PaUmt, p. 46. 
» PateiU, p. 61. 
» Ckmt. I, 66, 67. 



« Patent, 73, b. 

*^ Olaus, I, 90, b. Oblata, p. 393. 

« Oblaiaet Fines, ^ji. 407-^, 
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Close- Rolls, which would have indicated any change, are broken off. 
The Patent and Charter Rolls are further preserved down to May 
6^ 1209^ and they indicate no interruptiou of the King's under- 
standing with Thomas de Galwey. Between that time and June 
1211, though we have no Record asserting the fact, we may con- 
clude that — 

Robert de Mortimer fined for and obtained the marriage at 
Mai^ry de Say^ and became Baron of Richard's Castle. Coinci- 
dently we know that Thomas de Galwey came into great disgrace, 
and it was not till August 1212, that the King, at request of Wil- 
liam King of Scots, remitted the anger which he had conceiyed 
against Thomas de Galwey, Earl of Athol, for a raid {rapiu) at 
York.« 

Of the antecedents of Robert de Mortimer, thus advanoed, it is 
difficult to say anything with certainty, because he had i^ Cotem- 
porary, Robert de Mortimer of Attilberg, from whom we cannot 
always distinguish him.^ When Dugdale suggested that he was 
either son or Brother of the first Hugh de Mortimer of Wigmore, 
the great Antiquary was assigning a wrong date to evidence which, 
thus interpreted^ would place Robert de Mortimer's ara at least 
forty-two years earlier than his marriage with the heiress of Ri- 
chard's Castle. There is no proof nor any reasonable probability 
that he was nearly related to the Mortimers of Wigmore. Calling 
him Robert de Mortimer of Essex for the present, I will merely 
state my impression that he was more nearly connected with the 
House of Attilberg than that of Wigmore.^ 

On Dec. 1, 1205, King John gives to Robert de Mortimer eight 
librates of escheated lands in Essex,^ and on May 1, 1206, the 
King fixes the grant to be in Estham.'^^ 

In June, 1211, owing to his marriage with Margery de Say, Ro- 
bert de Mortimer is entered as a Tenant in capite of Shropshire by 

^ Patent, p. 93. Thomas de Oalwey < AttUberg were,— 



appears often afterwards as in the trust 
and &Tour of King John, but nerer in any 
connection with the Barony of Richard's 
Castle. 

** Mortimer of Attilberg's Fief lay in 
Norfolk, Lincolnshire, and Cambridge- 
shire. The paternal inheritance of Morti- 
mer of Bichard*s Castle was in Essex. I Wigmore had little affinity with either 

« Tlie Arms borne by Mortimer of ' <« • ^ Claus. I. 58, b. 69, b. 



Or. Somee de fleur de lis Sa. 

Those borne by Mortimer of Essex and 
Richard's Castle were, — 

Barry of six. Or and Yert; — sixteen 
fleur de lis counterchanged. 

These two may well indicate relation- 
ship, but the Arms borne by Mortimer of 
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the service of five knights* -fees.*® At the same time, or nearly so, 
he holds 6^ fees in Worcestershire, expressly said to have been ac- 
quired with the daughter and heir of Hugh de Say, and by gift of 
the King.**^ In Herefordshire his tenure is put at 1^ knights' -fees, 
of the Barony of Richard's Castle.®^ To this period may also be 
referred that supplementary entry in the LVier Niger which I have 
just alluded to as having deceived Dugdale, and which I had pre- 
viously noticed as utterly unintelligible in the printed version of 
Heame.*^ The original is as follows : — '* Bobertua de Moriuomari 
tenet yamfeoda in honore CasteUi Ricardi cumfilid Hugonis de Say, 
herede Osberti filii Hugoms/' — a statement which needs no further 
comment. 

About July 1213 Robert de Mortimer profPera " to serve the King 
for a year with nine other Knights, and at his own cost, if he may 
be quit of the debt which he owes the King for his Fine for having 
his wife.''*^ On August 31, 1213, he was one of the Commissioners 
appointed for Herefordshire to inquire as to the injuries done to the 
Church in the late period of discord.^^ On November 7, 1213, the 
King had evidently accepted his proffered services, for he excuses him 
his debt or debts of 500 merks, in consideration of his recent Fine.^* 
Accordingly, from his attestation of Royal Writs only, we learn that 
in 1214 he was with King John in Poitou. Besides this, a Writ 
dated at St. Maixent on August 23, 1214, orders him to have resti- 
tution of land taken from him in Herefordshire f^ another Writ, 
dated at Partenay on Sept. 2, ensures his enjoyment of such fran- 
chises as his predecessors had enjoyed in those Counties where his 
lands lay.^^ He seems to have had some difficulty in obtaining his 
Wife^s estates, for on July 30, 1215, Margery de Say, in presence of 
the King at Brug, names Robert de Mortimer her husband as her 
Attorney to sue Gilbert de Say and all others, against whom she 
wished to proceed in obtaining her inheritance.^^ On December 3, 
1215, Robert de Mortimer has restitution of the land of Berewic in 
Sussex which, having been the property of Mabel de Say, mother of 
Mortimer's wife, was now in the hand of Robert Marmion Senior.^® 
On February 25, 1216, the Sheriff of Leicestershire (read Lincoln- 
shire) is ordered to give ten librates of land in Herlaveston to 



««-w 2\?*to<i«iV«»7Z, pp.55,43,44, 
69. A cotemporary list in the Liher Ituher 
(fo. cxxxvii) giyoB his Shropshire fees at 5^. 

** Supraj Vol. I, p. 3, note 5. 

« Fines, p. 473. 



M Clout. I, 164. 

" Fines, pp. 503, 504. 

» • » Claus. I, 170, b, 171, b. 

«7 Patent, p. IRl. 

«» Cluus. 1, 240. 
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Robert de Mortimer, sacli land having belonged to Robert de 
Mortimer of Norfolk (i. e. Attilberg) who was now with the King's 
enemies.^^ On August 9, 1216, King John, being at Oswestry, 
gives him all such lands in his Worcestershire Fief as were held by 
Tenants adverse to the King.*® At Shrewsbury on August 12 the 
Eang gives him a right to hold a weekly market on Thursdays at 
Richard's Castle, and also a yearly Fair at the Feast of St. Owen 
(Aug. 26), to last for six days.*^ Another instance of the King's 
favour is dated at Bedford on September 15,*^ and in the following 
month the King died. The accession of Henry III was no disad- 
vantage to those who had faithfully adhered to his Father. Among 
other marks of favour, I notice particularly Letters-Close of October 
1217, which enabled Robert de Mortimer to receive his own scatage 
in Essex .^ The latest that I hear of Robert de Mortimer, as living, 
is under date of January 26, 1219, when the King puts him on a 
commission to deliver certain Castles of the Welsh Border to Hu- 
bert de Burg.** On July 3, 1219, Robert de Mortimer was dead, 
for the King, being at Hereford, orders the Sheriff of Essex to 
assign to Mai^ery de Say his widow, dower in such lands in Essex 
as were of the inheritance of her late husband.*'^ On July 5, 1219, 
the King took the homage of Margaret de Say at Oloucester, and 
ordered the Sheriffs of Herefordshire, Northamptonshire, Worces- 
tershire, Berkshire, Gloucestershire, Shropshire, Warwickshire, and 
Oxfordshire to give her seizin of Richard's Castle and all other 
lands of her inheritance. She was also to have all arrears of scutages 
which her Tenants should have paid, in the first instance, to Hugh 
de Ferrars, her former husband, and which the King had since 
ordered to be paid to Robert de Mortimer in his time.*^ The King's 
Letter to this Lady in anticipation of her third marriage is unusu- 
ally deferential, but indicates a mourning of only four months. It 
runs thus : — " The King to Margery, formerly wife of Robert de 
Mortimer, greeting. — Know that it is well pleasing to us if at the 
same time it be a matter of complacence to you, that you take our 
faithful and beloved William de Stutevill for your husband, and to 
this we give our assent. At Westminster, — on the fifth of November 
(121 9) ."«7 It appears that on November 23 following, William de 
Stutevill gave the King the small Fine of two Palfreys for this mar- 
riage, and forthwith had seizin of Margery's inheritance.*® Her 



69 . 00 . 61 . a .6B cia<^ i^ 249, 280, 281, 
288, 373. 
«^» • « CUmt. I, 386. Fines, I, p. 34. 
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Son by Robert de Mortimer was probably very young and will not 
as yet occur to our notice. Of — 

William db Stutbvill^ who tbus became Lord of Richard's 
Castle, I know nothing previous to his advancement/' unless it 
were he whom a Writ of King John^s, in July 1216, mentions with 
some appearance of distrust.^^ At the Assizes of 1221 the Jurors 
of Overs Hundred presented Margery de Say^s previous marriage 
to Stutevill as by the King's act. Her lands in this Hundred they 
valued at £10. per annum. In August 1228 William de Stutevill 
was serving the King in the Army of Wales. He was therefore 
permitted to gather his own Scutage firom his Knights in Here- 
fordshire, Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire, Warwickshire, Shropshire, 
Northamptonshire, Worcestershire, and Berkshire, as also to levy 
an Aid on his free tenants in some of those Counties towards his 
own support in the King's service J^ In 1224 he had quittance of 
the Scutage of Bedford. In February 1226 he is in attendance on 
the King at Windsor 'P and in May 1227 has custody of Kenil* 
worth Castle for the Crown.^^ In 1229 he was charged 10 merks 
for the Scutage of Keri, in respect of the five reputed fees of his 
Shropshire Barony,^^ but in 1230 was excused the Scutage of Brit- 
tany.7* In 1231 the Scutage of Poitou, assessed at 3 merks per 
Fee, was charged on his Shropshire Barony ; — viz. at £10. on 5 
fees.^' In 1232 he was acquitted of the Scutage of Elveyn.^^ In 
some instances the Barony of Burford is not noticed on the Scutage 
Rolls of Shropshire, it being assessed in gross under some other 
County. When distinguished from other Counties, it is usually re- 
puted to have been five knights^-fees. In 1235-6, when the Aid on 
marriage of the King's Sister was collected in Shropshire, William 
de Stutevill paid one instalment, as if his Barony consisted of 4^ 
fees, th^other as if of 4^ fees. Robert Busun, Seneschal of Rich- 
ard's Castle, went to Brug with the money ."^^ About four years 
later, and we find the Shropshire part of this Barony estimated in 
one instance to contain 5^ fees, in another only 3| fees.^^ The same 
Record enumerates its fees in Worcestershire, Gloucestershire, 
Herefordshire, Warwickshire, Oxfordshire, and Berkshire. 



* Banks, in his Peerage (VoL I, p. 175) 
calls Williiun de Stuteyille " son of Os- 
mund," and gives him an ancestry and a 
succession which I do not question, but 
cannot substantiate. 

^ • 71 ciama, I, pp. 250, 571. 



7» • n Claw. II, 97, 184. 
74 . 75 . 7« £ot Pip. 18, 14, 16 Hen. Ill, 
Salop. 

77 RoL Pip. 16 Hen. Ill, Salop. 

78 Teeta de NevUl, pp. 61, 60. 
7^ Ibidem, pp. 45, 48, 50. 



316 BURFORD. 

Ill Michaelmas Term 1242, Margery de Say being apparently 
dead^ Hugh de Mortimer, her son and heir, was suing William de 
Stuteville for waste. The first move in this litigation failed for 
want of form, and the Plaintiff had leave to prosecute in some other 
mode. It appeared that Stuteville had had issue by Margery de 
Say, and so held the Barony by Courtesy of England.^ Again in 
Easter Term 1243, the Suit was renewed,*^ but ended in a Pine 
whereby Mortimer withdrew all impeachment of waste in the woods 
of Burford, Richard's Castle, etc., receiving at once the Manor of 
Hamme, in Worcestershire, the service of Robert de Clifton, in 
Clifton (Worcestershire), and the lands called Cascope.®* In 1245, 
William de Stutevill was assessed at iS5. on five Shropshire Fees to 
the Aid on marriage of the King's daughter,^ and in 1246 had 
quittance of £10. similarly assessed for the Scutage of Oannok.^ 
In 1255, W^iUiam de Stutevill was returned as holding Bureford n» 
capite. It was a free Manor, that is, owed no Suits or Grelds. Stute- 
vill had two carucates there in his demesne.^^ 

On May 20, 1259, the King's Writ of Diem clausit extremnm 
issued on the death of William de Stutevill. Inquests were held in 
Worcestershire and Shropshire. The latter foimd him to have held 
nothing of his own inheritance, but only per legem Anglia, and of 
the inheritance of Margery, his former wife. Bureford, Wulfreton, 
Stepleton, and Wililegk in fValcIierid were thus held. The Heir to 
aU was Hugh de Mortimer, now forty years of age.®^ 

Hugh de Mortimer had done homage to the King for his 
Barony on June 12, 1259. His Relief was fixed at £100.«7 In 
1260, his acquittance of the Scutage of Wales in respect oi five 
Shropshire Fees, is improperly recorded as an acquittance of Wil- 
liam de Stutevill.^ A Patent of November 23, 1263, guarantees a 
protection for Hugh de Mortimer and his Knights, pending the 
War with Wales, against all suits at law, except Pleas of Dower, 
Mort d'Ancestre, and Novel Disseizin. In the stirring events which 
followed, we usually find Hugh de Mortimer of Richard^s Castle, 
associated both in principles and actions with Roger de Mortimer 
of Wigmore. I refer elsewhere for some particulars of this.®* An- 



» • « PUicUa, Mich. Tm. 26 Hen. HI, 
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other fact is^ that the ling's Letters of protection^ dated February 
18, 1263, include Hugh de Mortimer, Richard de Lecton, Robert 
de Mortimer (possibly a Brother of Hugh), Peter de Grete, and Ri- 
chard Carbonel.*^ How Hugh de Mortimer suffered for his loyalty 
at the hands of Montfort, we are told elsewhere.®^ His conduct at 
the Battle of Evesham may be concluded from a Patent dated Au- 
gust 9, 1265, which appoints him to the custody of Feckenham, a 
great Manor and Forest of the King^s in Worcestershire. Being 
apparently at the si^e of Kenilworth with the King, a Patent, date 
July 21, 1266, allows him to hunt the Hare, Fox, Weasel, and Wild 
Cat, in any of the King^s Forests in Shropshire, Herefordshire, 
Worcestershire, and Staffordshire. A Charter dated also at Kenil- 
worth on November 16, 1266, grants him a weekly Market on 
Saturdays, and an annual Fair of three days (March 24, 25, and 26) 
at Burford, and the privilege of Free-Warren in Wichbold.^ 

The supposition that this Hugh de Mortimer was at any time 
Sheriff of Shropshire is erroneous. It was his Cotemporary, Hugh 
de Mortimer of Chelmarsh, who held that office. I have avoided 
mentioning some trivial particulars about both persons, where it 
was not clear which of the two was concerned. The King^s Writ of 
Diem clausU extremum on the death of Hugh de Mortimer of 
Richard's Castle, issued on Nov. 28, 1274, and an Inquest in pur- 
suance thereof was held at Burford, on December 15 following. 
The Jurors found that the deceased had held two caribcates in de- 
mesne in Burford Manor, that two out of the three portions of 
Burford Church belonged to him as Patron, and that the Barony 
of Burford commanded no less than 32i Knights'-Fees in different 
Counties. Half the Pleas and Profits of Overs Hundred belonged 
to Burford. This half was still worth £2, per annum. It used to 
be worth £4., but the withdrawals of Roger de Mortimer and the 
Abbot of Wigmore had reduced the value. The Pleas and Per- 
quisites of the Manorial Court were 16*. The Manor was held 
per Baroniam, and its gross annual value from all sources was 
£27. 7s. lOd. Robert de Mortimer, son and heir of the deceased, 
was of full age, viz. 22^ years old.^*^ 

It is singular that on the very day on which the King's Writ of 
Diem cUmsit extremum issued, as above mentioned, the Justices 
made Inquisition as to the state of Overs Hundred at Shrewsbury. 
The Jurors spoke of the Barony and Manor of Burford being in the 

» Patefd, 4n Hen. HI. I « Mot, Chart, 51 Hen. Ill, m. 11. 

•* Dugdale (ut supra). I » Ifi^Uaiiions, 3 Edw. I, No. 42. 
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King's hand^ or tbat of his Escheator John de Erkalewe^ till the 
Heir should have fined for his livery. They said that the late 
Hugh de Mortimer had procured Burford to he made ^Free Borough 
by Henry III^ after the battle of Evesham^ but that no Ferm was 
paid to the Crown on that account. Also since the said Battle the 
''Baron of Bureford'' had appropriated a right of Free-Warren in 
Burford the Jurors knew not by what warrant.^ 

It is remarkable that about the time (1265-6) at which, according 
to the above Jurors, Henry III made Burford a firee Borough, a 
Deed of which the following is the substance must necessarily 
have passed. — 

Sciant presentes et futuri quod ^o Hugo de Mortuomari Domi- 
nus de Castro Ricardi dedi et concessi omnibus Uberis Burgensibus 
meis de Bureford omnia Burgagia eorum cum pertinentiis; — tenenda 
de me et heredibus meis, eisdem Bui^nsibus et heredibus suis, 
libere et quiete, pro 12 denariis pro quolibet Buigagio annuatim 
solvendis. Concessi etiam quod teneant Burgagia sua secundum 
libertatem et consuetudines Legis Britollii, sicut prsedicta libertas 
usa est in civitate Herefordiee. Hiis Testibus. — Domino Johanne 
Esturmi, Domino Adam de Elmesrugge, Domino Petro de Orete, 
Domino Bogero Pichard, Domino Henrico de Turbervill, Bicardo 
le Cursun, Bicardo Carbonel, Willielmo de Clifford, Symone de la 
Hull.w 

Burford then, I presume, became at this period a Corporate Town, 
paying a Qui/-/ten/ to its Lord at the rate of \s. for each Burgage^ 
but enjoying in other respects the same Franchises as the Town of 
Bristol enjoyed, and as their exercise was exemplified in the City of 
Hereford.** 

Robert de Mortimer, the succeeding Baron of Burford, paid 
£100. for Livery of his inheritance. The first Military Summons 
with which he was served was that against Lewellyn, when the Muster 
was to be at Worcester, on July 1, 1277.^ We have here a good 
example of the different estimates of the number of Knights^-Fees 
which belonged to or constituted any particular Barony. The ac- 
tual number of Fees which were held imder a feudal Lord was always 



^ Rot. Sundred, II, 103. 

<* Blakeway's MSS. The Deed waa 
iealed with the Arms of Mortimer of Bi- 
chard's Castle (as above, p. 312, note 45) ; 
— ^but the shield is divided into seven com- 
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speaking) it is charged with three bars. 
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greater than the number at iirbich that Lord was assessed to any 
Scutage. Again the Fees assessable to Scutage were of higher 
amoont than the number of Knights to be provided for any Mili- 
tary expedition. Though Mortimer's Barony was composed of 
more than 30 Fees^ and though he was assessed to Shropshire Scu- 
tages^ as if his Barony in that County consisted of 5 Fees, yet to the 
Summons against Lewellyn he only acknowledged that the per- 
sonal services of three Knights were due in respect of his Western 
Baronies, viz. Richard's Castle and Burford united. These services 
be proffered to perform by himself and five servientes, viz. William 
and Hugh de Mortimer (perhaps his brothers), Thomas de Hunte- 
leye, Philip de Stok, and Richard Carbonel. If more he owed, more 
he undertook to perform. His later military services may be esti- 
mated by various Writs of the years 1282 and 1283 ; — ^but his 
Summons to the Parliament of Shrewsbury, to be holden on Sep- 
tember 80, 1283, was a matter of more personal distinction.^^ 

The Feodary of 1284 gives Robert de Mortimer as holding the 
Barony of Burford in capita, "for three knights'-Fees,"*^ a state- 
ment which was only true as regards forinsec services. I cannot 
indicate the period of Robert de Mortimer's death more nearly than 
by saying that an Inquisition consequent thereon sat at Bmford on 
Atigust 13, 1287. His Shropshire Fees were 7^ in number. Their 
gross annual value, to his several Tenants, was £89. 15«.^ 

Robert de Mortimer left his wife Joyce la Zouche surviving him. 
She had for her dower the Manors of Burford and Cotheridge. Ro- 
bert de Mortimer also left two sons, Hugh and William. Hugh 
was under age at the time of his father's death, and had not livery 
o£ his inheritance till 1296. I cannot but think that he was son of 
a Wife of Mortimer's earlier than Joyce la Zouche. William, un- 
doubtedly the son of Joyce la Zouche, succeeded eventually to his 
Mother's inheritance, and was called William la Zouche de Mor- 
timer. As son of Robert de Mortimer, and probably having a 
younger brother's portion in Rochford, he confirms his Ancestors' 
grants of Rochford Mill to Haughmond Abbey,^ which is all that I 
shall say of him here. 

HuoH DE Mortimer (II), last Baron of his line, was in 1290 in 
Ward to William de Beauchamp, Earl of Warmck, but obtained his 
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livery in 1296, having however been married at least five years pre- 
viously. His Summonses, Military and Parliamentary, are very 
numerous for the five years (1297 to 1301) of his short public career.' 

In November 1297 Hugh de Mortimer settled his estates by a 
Pine and Counter-Pine, levied at Westminster, under a Royal Pre- 
cept. By the Fine he conveys to William, Bishop of Bath and 
WeUs, Plaintiff, his Manors of Farleye (Hampshire), Aumbreden 
and Hobrigg (Essex), Nymyngton Regis (Devonshire), Norton (Nor- 
thamptonshire), Cotheridge (Worcestershire), and Burford (Shrop- 
shire), for which the Bishop is said to pay £1000.^ 

The Counter-Fine, dated a week later, gives the Bishop conveying 
these same Manors to Hugh de Mortimer and Matilda his wife, and 
the heirs of Hugh, for a like sum of jfilOOO.^ Hugh de Mortimer 
(II) seems to have died shortly before August 5, 1304, the date of 
the King's Writ of Diem clatisit extrenmm. An Inquest held on 
August 80th, recites how he had settled Burford on Matilda his wife, 
for her life, they having been jointly enfeoffed therein by William 
de la March, Bishop of Bath and WeUs (Trustee as above), with 
remainder to the heirs of Hugh de Mortimer. These heirs were 
two infant daughters, — Johanna, who was 12 years of age on Nov. 
25, 1303, and Margaret, who was 8 years of age on Sept. 14, 1303. 
The Jiurors said that the deceased had held Borevrd of the King per 
Baroniam, and for the service of 2^ knights' -fees. Matilda, Widow 
of Hugh de Mortimer, is also said to have had three other Manors 
in Devonshire, Essex, and Northamptonshire, settled upon her in 
like manner.^ Wichbold and a large estate in Wales were further 
assigned for her dower in 1304, and this was subsequently increased; 
for upon her death, shortly before March 11, 1308, her dower was 
found to be far more extensive.^ At this time her eldest daughter 
Joan was wife of Thomas de Bykenore, on whose death without 
issue she remarried to Richard Talbot. Margaret, the youngest 
daughter, though little more than twelve years of age at the time of 
her Mother's death, was already the wife of Geoffrey de Cornwall. 
Between these Coheiresses was the Manor of Biurford divided. The 
Barony is still in Abeyance among their Descendants. 

I should observe that in this same year (1308) died William de 
Mortimer of Hamme, and an Inquest held on Dec. 9, at Ludlow, 
found the two Coheiresses of Burford to be also his Coheirs in several 
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small estates in Herefordshire and Worcestershire.** As one of these 
estates was held by demise of Robert de Mortimer, I conclude 
this William de Mortimer to have been brother of that Robert who 
died in 1287, and so Great-Unde of Joan and Mai^aret. We may 
further notice how ignorant local Juries were as to the exact age 
and state of infant heiresses ; for this Inquisition of December 1308 
makes Joan and Margaret each one year older than the Inquisition 
of 1304. Moreover the Ludlow Inquest of December 1308 says 
that Margaret was still in the King^s custody, while the Worcester- 
shire Inquest of even date gives the name of her husband. 

In speaking of the Undertenants of Burford I must here con- 
fine myself to those of the VUl of Burford only, for the many mem- 
bers of the Manor will require a separate notice. 

On May 4, 1216, King John orders that Roger de Ledeswic shall 
have 3€izin of a Mill and of a Noke of land in Bureford, his efforts to 
recover which, by process of law, had been impeded by the War' (ap- 
parently preventing aU judicial proceedings at Westminster). John 
Anglicus the Tenant of the Mill would seem to have been accused of 
some treasonable conduct untruly. In June 1236, one Oeoffirey de 
Burford occurs, as enfeoffed by Hervey, Abbot of Haughmond, in 
three vii^tes in Rocheford, at a rept of 4Ds. 7d.y and for 4 merks 
paid down. " Geoffrey, sumamed Junior, son of Philip de Burford,^' 
afterwards quit-claimed these premises to the Abbot ; Sir Peter de 
Grete and Sir John de la Mare, Knights, attesting the surrender.^'' 

In February 1259, William, son of Robert Chone, has a Writ of 
Novel Disseizin against Simon de Prene for a tenement in Burford. ^^ 
For this Writ he is charged 20*. on the cotemporary Pipe-RoU. 

BURFORD CHURCH. 

The Church which, with two Priests, Domesday assigns to this 
Manor, was probably Collegiate from a still earlier period. It is in 
Trinity Term 1253 that I next hear of Burford Church. It then 
consisted of three Portions, one of which, being vacant, was claimed 
to be in the patronage of the Lords of Burford, then represented by 
William de Stutevill. Peter de Grete was the other Claimant, and 
obtained the presentation pro hdc vice from Stutevill by an agree- 
ment, for which Peter paid 1 merk. Stutevill's concession reserved 
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the fiiture right of the Heir of Burford (Hugh de Mortimer) J- On 
the death of Hugh de Mortimer in November 1274, it was found 
by Inquest that the Church was in three Portions. Two of these, 
valued at 20 and 15 merks respectively, were in patronage of the 
Lords of Burford, the third was in the gift of the Lord of Greet.^*^ 
The Inquest on the death of Robert de Mortimer in 1287, gives 
him all three Portions, and values the third Portion at 10 merks, the 
others as before.^* 

The Taxation of 1291 gives the three portions of Burford Church, 
in the Deanery of Burford, as worth £16. I3s. 4id,y £9., and 
£5. 6s. Sd. respectively : that is, 25, 13^, and 8 merks.^^ It should 
be observed that the least valuable of these three portions was never- 
theless styled the second Portion, and as such I shall hereafter speak 
of it. An Inquisition of 1308 gives the three Portions of Burford 
as worth £20., 20 merks, and £10. respectively, and puts them all 
as having been in the gift of Matilda de Mortimer, late Lady of 
Burford.^^ In 1325, the Rectors of the first and second portions 
having claimed their prebends to be without cure of souls, an In- 
quest held in July found that each Prebend was charged with such 
a Cure, and that they were taxed, the first at 25 merks, the second 
at 8 merks, and the third at 13^ merks.^^ In 1341, the Inquisition 
of the Ninth quoted the Taxation of Burford Church correctly at 
£31., but as if there were certain Chapels included in that estimate.^^ 
The Assessors rated the Parish at £12. 0^. 3d. only, to the Ninth. 
The reasons for the reduction were because eleven viigates lay 
fallow, beiug held by incapable Tenants, and because the Founda- 
tion, Rents, and Lands of the Church (valued at £7. 2s. 6d.), the 
Hay- tithes (valued at £5.), the small- tithes, ofierings, an4 other 
ecclesiastical profits (valued at £10.), were included in the Church- 
Taxation, and as I presume could not be taken to indicate any 
quantities of wheat, wool, and lamb, produced in the Parish, such 
as were now proposed to be assessed. 

In 153 i-5, John Hewys, Richard Benson, and John Gorle, the 
then three Portionists of Burford, certified their collective prefer- 
ment to be worth £23. IQs. 4d. per annum in Glebe land and Tithes. 
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The Archdeacon's Procurations and Synodals chargeable on that 
income were 15^. 4fi?. annually; the Bishop's triennial Procurations 
averaged a further charge of 17*. 9rf. per annum.^' 

INCUMBENTS OF THE FIEST PORTION. 

Hamo db Cursun, a Rector of Burford, is noticed in 1255 as 
having prosecuted two Laymen before Judges Delegate. One (Hugh 
Carbonel) had accused him of killing a Chaplain ; the other (William 
Harang) had taken security from Hamo for a debt due to him.^^ It 
is not clear that this Hamo held the first Portion^ nor can I tell 
which Portion of Burford it was that was cotemporarily held by the 
notorious — 

Giles be Norfolk^ so often mentioned in these pages.^^ 

William de Blankeneye^ Incumbent of the first Portion, dying 
in 1274, the King, on Dec. 15, as Gustos of the lands late Hugh de 
Mortimer's, presented — 

Stephen de St. George, to the same.^^ On May 21, 1278, the 
King had heard that this, his beloved Clerk, was molested by the 
Bishop of Hereford, who sought to enforce residence upon him, and 
to oblige him to take further Orders. The King reminds the Bishop 
of what he believed him to know already, viz. ^^ that the King's Clerks 
need not keep residence nor take ftdl Orders, so that they be in 
some Orders.'' The Bishop is ordered to desist. Stephen de St. 
George is the first-named Incumbent in the Taxation of 1291, but 
on October 23rd of that year, he was deceased, and the King, as 
Custos of the heir of Hugh de Mortimer, presented — 

Huoeline de Gebakdinges, of Lucca, to his vacant Portion.^^ 

Sir Richard de Wynton, Deacon, was instituted to vl pj'ebendal 
portion here, April 19, 1301, on resignation of his Predecessor. — 
Patron, Sir Hugh de Mortimer, Knight. 

John de Sayngrave, Acolyte, instituted to a prebendal portion 
Atlgust 17, 1302. Patron, Sir Hugh de Mortimer, Knight. 

Sir a. de Osgodsby, a Prebendary here, being deceased on Sept. 
13, 1316,— 

Sir William de Airmaigne, Deacon, was instituted, and the 
Institution renewed on September 29. Patron, Sir Thomas de 
Bykenore, Lord of Richard^s Castle. 



w Valor EcchsituHcus, HI, 214. 
» Rot. Sundred. II, 69, 72, 74. 
« Supra, Vol. I, pp. 378-9, and III, 



108. Infra, p. 327. 
« Rot. Patent. 3 Edw. I, m. 33. 
« Rot. Patent. 19 Edw. I, m. 4. 



324 BURFORD. 

Sir Walter de Islip^ Prebendary here^ was succeeded on Feb. 
14, 1326, by— 

John de Ellerher, Clerk. Patron, Sir Richard Talbot. 

Sir John de Wotton, Priest, instituted April 9, 1331, on pre- 
sentation of Dame Joan Talbot. 

John de Northamton resigned this Prebend 8 May, 1352, hav- 
ing exchanged with — 

William, late Rector of Lillingston Dansy (Line. Dioc.). 

Robert de la Mare, Incumbent of this Portion in 1366, agrees 
in the presence of Sir John Talbot, the Patron, to provide a Chap- 
lain. On his death, viz. on May 1, 1385, — 

Richard de la Feld was presented by the King. 

Walter Bayntone was presented in 14<X) by Sir Matthew 
Gournay, Knight, and Philippa his wife, and on May 13, 1401 — 

William de Repyngdon, Chaplain, was presented by Elizabeth 
Archdeacon, Lady of Richard's Castle. He died in 1435. 

INCUMBENTS OF THE SECOND PORTION. 

Master William de Mortimer, on March 27, 1276, has Cor- 
poral possession of this Portion given to him " in the name of cus- 
tody " and to hold during Bishop Cantelupe^s pleasure. He was In- 
cumbent in 1291. 

Robert de Sbynesbury, Priest, instituted Oct. 14, 1316. Pa- 
tron, Sir Geoffrey de Cornwall, Knight. To him succeeded — 

Thomas de Weston, Clerk, on August 16, 1320. Same Patron. 
On 26 October he has Letters Dimissory for all Orders. 

Richard de Aldmestre was presented in 1321 to the Prebend 
late Thomas de Weston's, by Sir Greofirey de Cornwall, Knight. 

Sir Thomas de Cheddeworth was to have been succeeded on 
14 February, 1326, by— 

Peter de Belgravb in this Portion, but an Inquest found that 
the Portion was not vacant, and the Court of Canterbury forbade 
Belgrave^s institvLtion pendente lite. However on 6 Dec, 1330, Bel- 
grave, as a Portioner of Burford, has a license to study. 

Sir Geoffrey de Burford, Incumbent of this " Curative Por- 
tion," being deceased in 1349, the King, on August 6, and because 
the heir of Richard de Cornewall was then a ward of the Crown, 
presented — 

Master John, son of John le Ferour, of Northampton, 
thereto.^ Him the Bishop instituted on August 19. 

w Patent, 28 Edw. Ill, p. 2, m. 18. 
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William Prene^ resigning this Portion in 1387, his Successor — 

John Rouley, Clerk, of the Diocese of Lichfield and Coventry, 
was instituted on March 24, Sir Brian de Cornwall, Knight, being 
Patron. On the death of John Bxnvell in 1388, viz. on May 28 of 
that year — 

Nicholas Baker, Chaplain, was instituted, at presentation of 
John Lord of Burford. 

Sir William Bamburoh, dying in 1397, his Successor in this 
Portion, viz. — 

Sir William Lyngetn, Chaplain, was instituted on June 28, 
John Lord of Burford presenting. Lyngeyn resigned in 1408. 

INCUMBENTS OF THE THIRD PORTION. 

Geoffrey de Bureford, Clerk, occurs on Oct. 6, 1276, as en- 
titled to this portion, of which however John de Sheldesley is to 
have present custody. GeoflRrey has cotemporary license to study 
for three years, and to receive 6 merks per annum out of his Bene- 
fice. He seems to have been very young, and to have been dis- 
tinguished by a sobriquet accordingly ; for the Episcopal Register 
informs us that Geo&ey, surnamed Le Joevene, Incumbent of this 
Prebend, died on March 29, 1284, by reason of a wound on his 
head. 

This entry is curiously supplemented by a Presentment of the 
Overs Jurors at the County Assizes of 1292. They told how that 
Geofirey Young {Juvenis) of Bureford and GeoflBrey, Parson of tfie 
Church of Burford, had fought in the fields of Burford ; how Young 
had struck the Parson on the head with a staff, whereby after three 
weeks he died. Young was now a Fugitive. He was outlawed. He 
had no Chattels to be forfeited. The Vills of Buraston and Overton 
were amerced for not having duly attended the Coroner's Inquest 
in this case. The King, for some cause or other, sent for a Copy 
of this Process, and the Court ordered one to be forwarded.**' Geof- 
frey Young's Successor at Burford was — 

Master Robert de Lacy, Priest, instituted Sept. 18, 1284; the 
Bishop exercising a lapsed right of Patronage. Lacy is named as 
Incumbent of this third Portion in the Taxation of 1291. 

Adam de Newehaoh, Clerk, was instituted in January 1316 to 
a Portion here. Sir Geoffrey de Cornwall presenting. 



^ Placita CorontB, 20 £dw. I, m. 83 
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Geoffrey be Evesham occurs as a Prebendary of Burford be- 
tween 1325 and 1328. 

Simon de Braybbok^ Clerk^ resigns this Portion on 22 July, 
1333, having exchanged preferments with — 

Master John de Luowardine, late Biector of Fardington (Ldnc. 
Dioc.)^ who is instituted here on presentation of Sir Greoffi*ey de 
Cornwall. 

John de Roulton, Priest, succeeds to Lugwardine^s Portion on 
January 27, 1362, Sir Geofirey de Cornwall presenting. 

BiOOER DE Aston resigns this Portion in 1364, having exchanged 
preferments with— 

John, sumamed Le Smythes of Bedewardyn, late Rector of 
St. Andrew's, Worcester. The latter was instituted here on July 
18, at presentation of Sir GeoflRrey de Cornwall. In 1365 it was 
found by Inquest that Le Smythes* Portion was non-curative, but 
compatible with the tenure of a second Benefice. John de Brad- 
wardine, as he is called, was succeeded Dec. 25, 1367, by — 

Master Roger de Sutton, Clerk, who was presented by the 
King as Custos of QeoStej de Cornwall's heir.^ 



BURFORD TOWNSHIPS. 

The Domesday estimate of Burford equals it to 6i hides. The Manor was probably 
coterminous with the Parish, and, if so, comprehended various Townships, which, ac- 
cording to later Surveys, will, with Burford proper, more than aadsfy tlie required 
iidage. Thus we have Burford proper estimated to contain 2 caruccUes of demesne, 
Boraston is put at 2 hides, Whetmore at 1 carucatey Nash at f hide, Tilsop at 1 hide, 
Weston at 1 hide, Stoke at 1 hide, and Whitton at i hide. The total of 6i hides and 
3 earueates does not include Greet, whose contents I nowhere find stated. Thus Bur- 
ford, as a whole, is found to have increased its reputed hidage very oonsiderablj, and 
that without any probable absorption of other Manors. 

BORASTON. 

This member of Burford was granted by one of the Lords of 
Burford to Worcester Priory. In 1188 Warin and Simon de Bure- 
ston had paid the Sheriff of Shropshire half a merk for the plevin of 
Reginald fitz Warin. At the Assizes of October, 1203, Greoflft^y de 
Bureston essoigned his attendance at the common summons, his Es^ 
soignor being Adam de Bureston. On Nov. 4, 1208, two Fines were 
levied, in each of which Osbert de Sutton was Plaintiff under a 

» Patent, 41 Edw. Ill, p. 2, m. 10. 
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Writ of Grand Assize against Geoffrey and Adam de Burston, 
Tenants of half a virgate each in Burston. Each Tenant gave to 
Osbert 10*. for foregoing his claim. 

In 1255 the Jurors of Overs Hundred found that the Prior of 
Worcester held two hides in Burestone of Sir William de Stutevill, 
and by gift of his Predecessors. The Prior only answered (in ser- 
vices I suppose) for one hide^ and not for the other, and he did no 
Suit whatever.^ Symon de Burestone, a Juror on this occasion, 
officiated in a like capacity at the County Assizes of January, 1256, 
and on a local Inquest in 1259. He was probably the Prior's 
Tenant. In 1259 Milo de Boraston and Thomas de Bereford (Bur- 
ford) occur as Sureties for a fine of 6s. 8rf. inflicted on the notorious 
Giles de Norfolk for some withdrawal {quia retraxit se). In No- 
vember 1274 it was one of the charges against Robert de Trillek 
(Under Sheriff) that having Richard de Letybury of Buraston in 
prison on a charge of Larceny, he allowed him to go free.^ On 
Dec. 15, 1274, William de Buraston sat on a Burford Jury. These 
were all probably Tenants of the Prior of Worcester, whose interest 
at Boraston in 1291 is duly stated to consist of £5. assized rents; 
four acres of meadow, worth 4*. per annum, and lOd. per annum for 
pannage of swine.^^ 

By a Deed of 30 Edward I (1301-2) the Prior and Monks of 
Worcester grant to Richard de Temedabur (Tenbury), Clerk, and 
John son of Richard de Boreford, his nephew, a messuage in Bur- 
raston held by William Freman. — Witnesses: Robert Estormy, 
Walter de Clifford, William de la Hull, Adam de la Hull, and Ro- 
bert de Lodewich.^^ 

Boraston Chapel, as having been a mere dependency of Biuford 
Church, has no distinct notice in ancient Records. 



WHETMORE, OB WHATMORE. 

The immediate Tenants of this member of Burford were of a 
knightly family, named Sturmy, or more anciently Esturmi. They 
also held Sutton (sometime known as Sutton Sturmey), Stanford 
(often called Stanford Sturmey), and a part of Lower Sapey, all in 
Worcestershire, under the Barons of Burford. Half a hide too in 
Richard's Castle, Herefordshire, and Nash, another member of 
Burford, were constituents of their Fee. The first of this race who 

V Rot, Hundred. II, 74. I » Pope Nick. Tax. p. 163, a. 

» £ot. Hundred. II, 104. I » Sheriffs of Shropshire, p. 142. 
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occurs to my notice is Hugh Esturmi^ amerced five merks in 1176 
for trespass in the Forests of Worcestershire. The next is Robert 
Esturmi^ who in 1183 is amerced half a merk^ with some other 
Burford Tenants^ for not making inquisition about some treasure- 
trove. About this time he attests a Charter of Osbem fitz Hugh^ 
which I shall give under Ashford Carbonell. He was livings and 
occurs more than once in the time of Hugh de Say 11^ that is be- 
tween 1190 and 1196. At the Shropshire Assizes in October 1203 
Robert Esturmi essoins himself by Robert Barat in a suit of mort 
cPancestre against Richard Wetemore. Afterwards at Worcester, 
this Suit was accorded^ Robert de Sturmi giving one merk for 
license so to end it. His Surety was Robert Wal.^^ To Robert 
succeeded John Esturmi, who, having been in rebellion at the close 
of King John's reign, had returned to his allegiance before June 
22, 1217, when Henry III orders the Sheriff of Shropshire to re- 
instate him in his possessions.^^ A Feodary of the Honour of 
Richard's Castle, which is entitled as belonging to the 13th year of 
King John (1211-12), but which must have been drawn up at least 
fourteen years later, gives John Esturmy as Tenant of 1^ knights' > 
fees in Sutton, Worcestershire,^ but makes no mention of his mesne 
interest in Whetmore. A list of Shropshire Fees pertaining to the 
Barony of Burford, and drawn up about 1240, gives John Storam 
(read Stormi) as holding J fee thereof in Wetemor.^* A Worces- 
tershire Feodary, drawn up within five years of the same time, gives 
John Sturmi as holding i fee in Stanford Esturmi, i fee in Sapy, 
and 1 fee in Sutton (all in WiUiam de Stutevill's Worcestershire 
Barony) ; also \ fee in Richard's Castle, Herefordshire.^* In Easter 
Term 1268 one Philip Esturmy was Manucaptor for Walter de 
Clifford's appearance in a Suit at Westminster, and was fined one 
merk for the default of his Principal.^* Hence the Shropshire Pipe 
Roll of the same year has the following entry : — PhUippus Esturmy 
debet i mar cam quia non habuit ; the words quern plegiavU being al- 
ways understood to follow this very usual and summary entry. The 
Hundred Roll of 1255 gives John Esturmi as then Mesne Lord of 
Wetemore in the Fee of Burford. It was reputed to contain one 
carucate of land, and to be a fourth part of a Knight's-fee.^ At the 
Assizes of January 1256 John son of John de ChirchehuU was suing 
John son of John Les Sturmy for .€6. arrears of an annual rent of 



^ Ajuizetf 5 John, m. 6. 

3« aaus. 1, 312. 

" Liher Suber Seaecarii^ fo. cxlv. 
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40s. due to him. The Defendant appeared not^ but the matter was 
settled by a Fine at the same Assizes^ whereby the Defendant un- 
dertook to pay the rent-charge in future and 4 merks of the arrears. 
The Plaintiff in turn remitted all further olaim for damagecr. 

In the same year (1256) John de Stormy was returned among 
those who^ holding 15 lAbrates of land, were not Knights. About 
1266 Sir John Esturmi, Knight, stands first witness of Hugh de 
Mortimer's Charter to the Bui^esses of Burford. On the death of 
Robert de Mortimer in 1287, John Sturmy was found to have held 
the Mistnors of Kyngeshemede and Asche (Nash) under the deceased 
by \ fee and \ fee respectively. Their annual value was £10., but 
nothing is said about Whetmore. In 1301-2 we have already had 
Robert Estormy attesting a local Deed.^ From 1309 to 1322 
Robert Sturmy occurs in many important situations in Worcester- 
shire/^ but the connection of the family with Shropshire seems to 
have ceased. It is this Robert, I take it, who attested William la 
Zouche of Mortimer's Confirmation to Hanghmond Abbey, already 
noticed. 

Thb Undertenants who held Whetmore under Esturmi come 
into frequent notice. In May 1199 Margery, apparently second 
wife and Widow of Reginald (it should be Peter) de Wetemore, 
was suing her step-son Simon, son of Peter de Wetemore, for dower 
in Wetemore, Shropshire, and Sutton, Worcestershire. There were 
several adjournments owing to the essoign or non-appearance of the 
Parties. Therefore the Sheriff of Shropshire seized into the King's 
hand a third of Wettemore and Ida. 2d, rent there, and a Mill of 
5s. annual value ; also the Sheriff of Worcestershire seized one-third 
of Sutton.^ A year afterwards, viz. on June 8, 1200, a Fine was 
levied between Margery de Wettemore, Plaintiff, and Simon de 
Wettemore, Tenant, of one virgate in Sutton, and of one-third of 
the vill of Wettemore, one-third of the mill there, and 2s. rent there ; 
all which she claimed as her dower by gift of Peter de Wettemore, 
her late husband. Simon conceded the whole to Margery for life, 
whereupon Margery renounced her right as far as r^arded a third 
of the land pertaining to the aforesaid Mill.^^ 

One Richard de Wetemore has been mentioned as having a Suit 
with Robert Esturmi in 1203. He was perhaps the same person 
with Richard de Wetemore, whom a Feodary^ drawn up about 1230, 



» Sapra, p. 327. 
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gives as holding one-fourth part of a knighfs-fee in Wetemore of 
the Honour of Richard's Castle ;*^ — but here the mesne-ienure of 
Esturmi is omitted. In 1253 Robert de Wetemore has a writ of 
novel disseizin against Adam Wele for a tenement in Wetemore. 
In 1255 Ernald de Barkeley was John Esturmi's Tenant of a cam- 
cate in Wetemore. He paid 2s, annual rent^ and did no suit to the 
Hundred.*^ 

At the Assizes of January 1256 Osbert Barat names his sou 
John as his Attorney in a suit against Ernald de Berkeley, whom 
he accused of having disseized him of seven acres in Wetemor. On 
the Defendant's part it was shown that one Richard de Wetemore 
having formerly enfeoflfed his son Robert in the premises, had after- 
wards ejected him and enfeoffed Osbert Barat. Upon this Robert 
de Wetemore had sued his Father for disseizin, and recovering the 
premises, had enfeoffed Ernald de Berkeley. The Jury found that 
it was only 1 acre and 3 roods which Robert de Wetemore had thus 
recovered against his Father, but that he had nevertheless occupied 
and transferred to Ernald de Berkeley seven acres. So that in &ct 
Ernald was not the Disseizor of Osbert Barat, but, if any one, Robert 
de Wetemore was. The Plaintiff, Osbert Barat, had leave to sue in 
another form.** Some of these names will occur again. At the 
Assizes of 1272, the Inquisition of 1274, and the Assizes of 1292, 
William de Wetemore was on the Jury for Overs Hundred. 

Some other names occur in connection with this Township. — 

On September 24, 1199, a Fine was levied between Peter de 
Knitteton (Knighton, Worcestershire), Plaintiff, and Bernard de la 
Putte, and Hugh his Brother, Tenants, of half a virgate in Wette- 
mor, whereof was recognition of mort (Pancestre. Peter now re- 
noimces all claim, receiving one merk. This Bernard de la Putte 
occurs again at the Assizes of 1203, when he, with Alice his wife, 
withdrew a suit of navel disseizin against William Botterell for a 
tenement in Weston*^ (Weston, near Burford, I presume). 

CoRNEwooD. — The viD or hamlet bearing this name is now lost, 
but Knighton Common, which lies over against Whetmore, across 
the Worcestershire border, is also called to this day Comewood 
Common. Here it was that Geva de Tenbury, daughter of William, 
and Sister of Adam le Salvage, under consent and confirmation of 
Osbert fitz Hugh, granted four acres to Haughmond Abbey. — ^Wit- 



^ lAber Ruler Scacc. fo. cxlv. 
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nesses : Hugh de Say, Robert Stormy, William Karbunel, Robert 
Wyarde.^ This Deed passed before 1185. Between 1199 and 
1204 a Confirmation thereof by Hugh de Ferrars, in return for a 
Palfrey presented to him by the Abbot of Haughmond, is attested 
by Walter de Clifford, John Haber, and William CarboneU.** 

The husband of Gteva de Tenbury had been Herbert de Tenbury, 
and his daughters Alice and Felicia, before the year 1221 confirmed 
their Mother's grant. — Witnesses: William Carbonel, John and 
Pagan his sons, Simon Chaplain, Robert Chaplain of Burford.^^ 
In 1291 an assized rent of 2s. in Cromwode appears among the as- 
sets of Haughmond Abbey .*7 The Abbey, it appears, subsequently 
demised these four acres to one William Maye, for 4*. rent, but 
Robert Maye, son and heir of the said William, gave all his Tene- 
ments in Cornewood (these four acres included) to William de la 
Hulle, of Wetemore. A deed remains in the Haughmond Chartu- 
lary whereby, on July 28, 1348, Richard, Abbot of Haughmond, re- . 
news the old imdcrstanding with William de la Hulle.*® In 1541-2, 
a tenement in Tenbury, yielding 10*. lOd, per annum^ appears as 
having belonged to the late Monastery of Haughmond.*® I find 
the following notices of other interests in Cornwood : — Richard de 
Duvill (in Easter Term 1241) failed in a suit of rvovel disseizin 
against Hamo de Curzun. The land in dispute was two acres in 
Comewode.^^ Of Hamo de Curzun we shall hear again. Also in 
1255 one Osbert de Cornewode was a Juror for Overs Hundred, 
and in 1256 one Robert de Corwod a Recognizor in a Whetmore 
Inquisition. 

NASH, anciently ESSES. 

This member of Burford was held under the Seignoral Lords by 
Esturmi. Esturmi's Undertenant took name from the place. Hence 
the Feodary of 1230, before quoted, gives Walter de Esses as hold- 
ing half a fee in Esses of the Honour of Richard^s Castle ; omitting 
to mention the mesne-tenure of Esturmi. I have spoken of this 
Walter de Esse under Neen Sollars,^^ of a third of which Manor 
he was Undertenant in 1240. To him succeeded William de Esse, 
who has also occurred to us imder date of 1250 ; and as at Neen 
SoUars so at Nash did William de Clifford succeed to the interest 



. ^ Haughmond Chartulary: Tit, Corne- 
wode. 
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of William de Esse. Hence the Inquisition of 1255 sa3r8 that Wil- 
liam de Clifford holds three-fourths of a hide in Esses of John Es- 
turmi for a rent of 100^. per annum, and does suit to Overs Hun- 
dred.^^ William de Clifford was on the Jury which made this re- 
turn^ as also was he on the Overs Jury at the Assizes of 1256. On 
June SO, 1257, William son of Walter de Clifford is suing William 
de Clifford and others for disseizing him of a Tenement in Esses, 
and Amicia del Esse in a writ of novel disseizin, taken out in Au- 
gust following, alleges a disseizin by the same Defendant both in 
Esse and Neen. The relations of these parties I cannot discover 
without further evidence. I find William de Clifford on several 
subsequent Juries, viz. that on the death of William de Stutevill in 
1259 ; at the Assizes of 1272 ; the Overs Inquisition of November 
1274 ; the Inquest on Hugh de Mortimer's death in I>eoember 1274, 
and on an Inquest concerning Greet in August 1278. On the last 
occasion one William des Esses was also a Juror. At the Assizes 
of October 1292, Walter de Clifford, probably successor of William, 
was on the Overs Jury. 

Here, or hereabouts, a branch of the great house of Mauybtsin 
had sometime an interest, but the mode of their tenure I cannot 
declare. William Mauveysin, a Juror on a Whetmore Inquest in 
1256, sued John Baret at the Assizes of that year, for disseizing 
him of common pasture in 24 acres in Esses, and got a verdict.'' 
On May 19, 1284, John Mauveysin and Isabella his wife allow them- 
selves by Fine to have given to William de Mortimer a messuage 
and virgate in Aysse, on which a rent of one rose is reserved to 
themselves and the heirs of John.^^ In Easter Term 1292 the same 
John and Isabel allow by Fine a similar gift in Ayshe juxta Bure- 
ford to John de la Devise, who is said to give them a sore sparrow- 
hawk}* At the Assizes of 1292 John Mauveysin was on the Oven 
Jury. 

Other persons also occur as interested here. — In 1262 Hamo de 
Curzun sues William de Fudesdon for disseizing him of a tenement 
in Esse ; and another Writ taken out in 1254 charges the disseizin 
as in Esse, Burford, and Wetemore. One Simon de Esse fines a 
merk in 1254 for some Assize, or trial at Law, and Hamo de Cur- 
zun was amerced half a merk in the same year for making a false 
claim, and 40«. for non-prosecution of a claim. 

Shire is an appurtenance of Nash, but has something of a dia- 

«' Mot, Hundred. II, 74. ^ Ped^i Flmmm, 12 and 20 Edw. I, 
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tinct history. In 1253 Hugh fits Edward proposes to sue Adam 
Wele for disseizing him of a tenement in Shire. His Writ seems 
to have cost him half a merk^ as charged in the Pipe Boll of 1256^ 
pro habendd assisd. In the last year he was himself sued by his 
Father's widow for her dower, viz. by Alice widow of Edward Ate- 
Chire, for a third of half a virgate in Chyre. The Court gave him 
license to render it up. In 1272 (as alluded to under Aston Eyre)^^ 
John fitz Aer sued Adam Wele of Hulle for a messuage and half- 
virgate in Schyre. It seems that Adam Wele's seizin arose through 
the demise of Hugh le Cak of Schyre, whom Eitz Aer alleged to be 
a Tenant in Fillanaffe, and so incapable of transferring his tenancy. 
It appeared that if so, he did not hold under John Fitz Aer, but 
under John Fitz Aer's Mother. The Litigants accorded. 

Nash Chapel. — ^This was undoubtedly an affiliation of Burford 
Church, and apparently retained in absolute subjection thereto. 

On April 15, 1330, King Edward III grants license to William 
de la Hulle to assign land and rent, of the yearly value of five merks, 
to a Chaplain serving in the Chapel of St. John Baptist, of Ash 
Sturmy, for the souls of himself, etc.^^ I only find mention of one 
Incumbent, viz.,— 

John Baret, nephew of William de la Hulle. He occurs in 
1381. 



TILSOP. 

Elmbridge in Worcestershire was held under the Barons of 
Richard's Castle by a race of Knights who took their name from 
the place. These Elmbridges also held Tilsop under the same Ba- 
rons. Isnard who, in 1 183, with other Burford Tenants was amerced 
half a merk for not attending an Inquest on treasure-trove, was I 
think of this family. In or about 1210 Stephen de Almerige holds 
\ fee in Shropshire of the Honour of Richard's Castle,*^ but the 
Feodary of about 1230 makes his tenui'e to be ^ fee in TiQesope.^''^ In 
1231 I find an amercement of Miles Pichard guaranteed by Stephen 
de Elmerug and Roger le Pohyer. In 1235-6 Stephen de Elme- 
rug accoimted to an Aid as holding j- fee in EUebrug (Worces- 
tershire) of William de Stutevill.^® In or about 1240 Ynardus de 



» Vol. I, p. 206. 
» Patent, 4 Edw. III. 
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Elmrugge^ whom we know to have been Son of Stephen,^*^ held J 
fee in ELnrugge^ and the same person at the same time is written 
as Ichenard de Tileshop^ and said to hold ^ fee in Tileshop of the 
same Baron.^ In May 1246 Ichenard de Tilleshop appears on a 
Jury of Shropshire Knights. 

In 1255 Simon de Tilleshope held a hide in Tilleshope of Sir 
Ichenard de Aumerugge for term of his life. It was of the Fee of 
Burford^ was estimated to be held for a third part of a knight's-fee^ 
and did suit to Overs Hundred.^ Before 1266 (as I infer from the 
testing clause of Hugh de Mortimer's Charter to the Bui^eases of 
Burford) Ichenard de Elmbridge was succeeded by Sir Adam de 
Elmbridge. At the Shropshire Assizes of October 1272^ Adam de 
Elmerugg^ Knight^ was a Juror on causes of Grand Assize, as well 
as for Overs Hundred. In August 1278 he was first Juror on an 
Inquest concerning a Tenement in Greet. In 1284 the Feodary 
gives him as holding Tilleshopp of Robert de Mortimer for half a 
knighf s-fee. In August 1287 he is set down as having hdd^ under 
Robert de Mortimer deceased^ the Manor of Tilesope by a third of 
a knight's-fee. Its annual value was £5.^^ On the decease of 
Matilda^ widow of Hugh de Mortimer, in March 1308, Adam de 
Elmerugge was found to hold Elmrugge (Worcestershire), and 
also the Manor of Tilleshop (the last by a third part of a knighfs- 
fee) in the Barpny of Burford.*'^ 

Before September in this year (1308) Adam de Elmeru^ was 
dead, and an Inquest held at Tilsop valued his estate there at 
£4. 17^. 2d, per anrmm. Roger his son and heir was aged 26 years 
at Michaelmas 1307. Another Inquest valued Aumeridge in like 
manner,^ obviously because the Barony of Burford was in custody 
of the Crown, and not yet apportioned between the heirs. 



GREET. 

Greet and Weston were members of Burford, and were held 
under the Barons by a family which took its name firom Greet. The 
first of these is Peter de Grete, amerced half a merk in 1183 for not 



^ As Inardiu de EUnhrugg filiua Ste- 
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making Inquest as to treasure-trove. About the same time Peter 
de Grete and Philip his son attest a Charter of Osbem fitz Hugh^ 
which I shall give under Ashford Carbonell. The attestation of 
William de Grete to a Deed of Hugh de Say (II), between 1190 
and 1196, may possibly be an error of transcription. I have given 
this Deed under Neen Sollars. A nearly cotemporary Deed in the 
Haughmond Chartulary has the more intelligible attestation of 
Philip de Grete.^^ In 1199 Philip de Greet became party to a law- 
suit about land in Stoke, which lasted five years. I will give the 
details under Stoke. In or about 1210 Philip de Grete held two- 
thirds of a knight^s-fee of the Honour of Richard's Castle.^ I shall 
show imder Weston that Philip de Greet was still living in Novem- 
ber 1221. His successor was Geoflfrey de Greet, who appears as 
holding 1^ fee in Greet in a Feodary which the Record attributes 
to the 13th year of King John (1211-12), but which was probably 
drawn up about 1230. In 1237 Geoffrey de Crette and John de 
Bedesdon are jointly amerced half a merk for some non-attendance.^^ 
The Feodaries of 1240 are unanimous in assigning to Geof&ey de 
Grete the tenure of a whole knight's-fee in Grete, under the then 
Baron of Richard's Castle.<» In Trinity Term 1243 GeoflS-ey de 
Grete being dead, Agnes his Widow was suing William de Stute- 
vill for one-third of the Manor of Grete as her dower. Stutevill 
not appearing, the land was seized for the Crown, and the cause 
adjourned till August : Agnes named her brother Richard as her 
Attorney therein.^^ 

To Geoflrey de Grete succeeded Peter de Grete (II), who in 1254 
fines one merk for license to accord some lawsuit. In 1255 Philip 
de Thonlonde (Thongland) held three-fourths of a fee in Grete, at 
ferm under Peter de Grete, of the Fee of Burford. He did suit to 
Overs Hundred.7^ On April 15, 1259, Margery de la Berne has a 
Writ against Peter de Grete for disseizing her of a tenement in 
Grete: The Pipe-Roll of the same year gives Peter de Grete as 
amerced half a merk for disseizin. In 1263 Peter de Grete, in 
company with his Suzerain Hugh de Mortimer, had the King's Let- 
ters of Protection before spoken of.''^ He occurs as a Knight in or 
about 1266.71 At the Assizes of 1272 Sir Peter de Grete appears 
as a Juror in causes tried by Grand Assize, and also as a Juror for 
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Overs Hundred. In Augnst 1278 an Inquest sat to report on the 
estate of Henry Russel, — ^an outlaw for felony. He was found to 
have held a messuage and half virgate in Oroete under Peter de 
Groete. The King had already had the premises in hand for the 
customary period, — a year and a day J* In 1284 GeoflBrey de Grete 
haying succeeded to Peter, held Grete under Robert de Mortimer 
for half a knight's-fee,^^ On Mortimer's death in 1287, the tenure 
of Geoffrey de Grete is said to be by two-thirds of a knightVfee, 
and the Manor is valued at £S. per annum J^ 

In April 1308, Philip de Greet was found to be Tenant of this 
Manor by service of half a knighf s-fee. Both he and William de 
Greet were of the Jury which made this return J^ 

Greet Chapel. — ^llie Advowson of this Chapel was sometime in 
the patronage of the Lords of Greet as distinct from the Seignoral 
Lords, — the Barons of Burford. Philip de Thongland, whom I 
have mentioned as Lord of Upper Poston and Fermar of Greet 
in 1255, was a Clerk, and, in fact, the Incumbent of Greet Chapel. 
In August 1267 this Philip de YangUmde, as he is written, names 
Thomas de Grete as his Attorney in a suit of mart d'ancestre against 
Susanna de la Leye. The question tried was whether '' Bichard 
Kene, father of Susanna and Alice de la Leye, had died seized of 
half a vii^te in Poesethome, now held by Philip de Thongelande, 
Parson of the Church of Grete?'' Philip's defence was that he had 
ahready been impleaded in this matter by others, and that the present 
Plaintifis should properly vouch him a warranty of his tenure, for 
he produced a Charter whereby Richard Kene their Father had 
granted this half vii^te in pure alms to the Church of St. James 
of Th&nglande (it should surely be Grete) . The Plaintiffs maintained 
that their Father had died seized of the premises. The Jury found 
otherwise, and the Sisters were non-suited, but excused all amerce- 
ment on account of their poverty J* 

In 1291 we find the Church of Grete, in Burford Deanery, valued 
as under £4., but as if independent of Burford Church.^ Never- 
theless the Inquisition of 1841 evidently intends to include it 
among the Chapels of Burford. The Valor of 1535 gives Grete as 
a Bectory, held by John Pratte, and worth £5. per annum in Glebe 
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and Tithes. Archdeacon's Synodals (lOd.) were the only charge 
upon that income.^^ 

Greet Chapel seems now to be transferred to Whitton. The 
latter Chapel is associated with the second portion of Burford 
Church. 

The , following Incumbents of Greet have occurred to my no- 
tice. — 

Philip, Parson of Grete, whom we have seen attesting a Deed 
on March 12, 1227,^® was probably identical with — 

Philip de Thonoland, whom I find attesting a Charter of Wal- 
ter de Lacy, nearly, if not quite as early ,^^ and who, according to 
what has been said above, occurs as Rector here in 1255 and 1267* 

Master William de Lodelowe was Rector of Greet in 1277. 
He was also Official to the Bishop of Hereford. 

Nicholas, sumamed Pistor, of Ludlow, was instituted Dec. 11, 
1307, on presentation of Philip, Lord of Greet; This Rector has 
license for a year's study, dated Sept. 10, 1315. 

Sir John de Bigeton, or Biketon, instituted June 13, 131<2, 
resigned in 1371. 

William de Bourley, Clerk, was instituted to this ^^Free 
ChapeP' Feb. 19, 1371, on presentation of George de Baggeshaw, 
hdc vice. 

Philip Halghton, Rector of this ^^ Free Chapel,^' exchanges pre- 
ferments on April 29, 1398, with — 

Sir Adam Trussell, late Vicar of Cardington, who is instituted 
here on presentation of the " Noble person John de Ludlow, then 
holding the Barony of Hodenet.*' This Rector exchanges prefer- 
ments on May 12, 1400, with — 

William de Toong, late Vicar of the Altar of Holy Cross, in 
the Parish Church of Monksforiete, Salop. 

Hartall was a member of Greet, and when the Hundred Roll 
of 1255 tells us that Dame Agnes de Grete holds half a hide in 
Herthale of Peter de Grete, the latter doing svit for the same,®^ we 
have one of the results of the litigation of 1243, when, as we have 
seen, Agnes widow of GeoflBrey de Grete was a Suitor for her Dower. 
At the Assizes of 1272, John, son of William de Herthal, having 
taken out a writ de ingreaau against Clarice and Pridiana, daughters 
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of Giles, Rector of Burford/^ concerning a messuage and land in 
Grete, did not prosecute his Suit.®^ William de Herthale was a 
Juror on the Inquest after Hugh de Mortimer's death in 1274. 

STOKE. 

This member of Burford was, from 1199 to 1204, the subject of 
a lawsuit of which I give the details as they stand on the Rolls. I 
should observe first that Philip Estham, whom we have seen attest- 
ing a Charter of Osbern fitz Hugh before 1185, was doubtless of 
Eastham in Worcestershire. And now for the details of the Law- 
suit. — 

May 2, 1199. — Samson de Storp (read Stoke) easoigns himself in 
a plea of land against Philip de Crete by William Trannel. Mar- 
garet de Stok' does the same against the same, her Easoignor being 
Walter de Estham. A day (May 24) was given. 

On a day unnamed, but probably in Easter or Trinity Term 1199, 
Philip de Crete, and Samson and Margery de Stoke, are summoned 
to come and hear judgment, in three weeks of Michaelmas. In the 
Quinzaine of Michaelmas .1199 Samson de Estham essoigns himself 
in a plea of land against Philip de Grete. A day (in the Quinzaine 
of Hilary) is given to him, and also to Margery de Stoks.^ 

In the Quinzaine of Hilary 1200 Margery de Stok essoigns 
herself by William Tranill or Turmel. A day (in three weeks of 
Easter) is given.^^ 

Nov. 12, 1201. — The Suit is unsettled and a day in Easter Term 
(1202) is given in consequence of an essoign by Margery de 
Stokes. 

Michaelmas Term 1202. — There is another essaign by Margery ; 
and a day in the Quinzaine of Hilary is given to her and Samson 
de Estham, now named as her Attorney. 

Michaelmas Term 1203. — A day (in the Quinzaine of Hilary 
1204) is given to Philip de Grete, Margery do Estham, and Samson 
de Estham, to hear sentence in their cause. 

Hilary Term 1204. — A day (in one Month of Easter) is further 
given, and Philip de Grete is called Plaintiff in the case. 

Michaelmas Term 1204. — A further day (in the Quinzaine of St. 
Martin) is given in this cause, at the request of all parties. Philip 
de Grete is named as Plaintiff. Samson de Estham and Agnes his 
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wife with Mai^ery, Sister of Agnes, were Defendants. The land in 
dispute was a virgate in Stoke,^ but I cannot find the result of the 
suit. We learn or may infer that part of the estate of two coheir- 
esses, Agnes and Margery de Stoke, of whom Agnes was wife of 
Samson de Estham, was claimed by Philip de Greet. 

The Feodary of 1210 gives Samson de Estham as holding one- 
sixth of a fee in the Shropshire part of the Barony of Richard's 
Castle, and William de Spincto as holding another sixth.^ I sup- 
pose these two sixths to have constituted the i fee by which two 
Coparceners appear at subsequent periods to have held Stoke. If 
so, William de Spineto was probably husband of her who had pre- 
viously been called Margery de Stoke. About 1230 we have Mar- 
garet and Bjoger de Estham as together holding | fee in Stoke^ of the 
Honour of Richard's Castle.®^ Here, I presume, the name De Est- 
ham is intended to apply to Roger only ; for Margaret, being pro- 
bably either widow or daughter of William de Spineto, can only have 
been called De Estham by mistake. Roger de Estham was doubt- 
less son of Samson. In 1255 we find Dame Agnes de Stoke and 
the Infant heir of William the Moneyer (Monetarii) as Coparceners 
in Stoke, but by what descent from the former Coparceners I can- 
not say. Probably Agnes represented Roger de Estham. The 
Record makes Stoke to be a hide of land, half of which was held by 
Dame Agnes de Stoke for an eighth part of a fee, under WUliam 
de Stutevill ; the other half was held by Master Simon de Radnor 
as Guardian of the Minor above-named, and by the eighth part of 
a fee. Each moiety did suit to the Hundred.^^ In 1256 Simon de 
Radnor fines half a merk for some Writ, and in 1259 we find him 
associated with Henry fitz WiUiam and others, in a Fine, the purport 
of which is not declared, besides himself fining 20s, for license to 
accord a lawsuit. Henry fitz William thus named, seems to be 
identical with Henry le Moncur the heir of a moiety of Stoke. We 
find him under the latter name as a Juror at the Assizes of 1272, 
on the Hundred Inquest of November 1274, on the Inquest after 
Hugh de Mortimer's death in December of the same year, and on a 
Ludlow Inquest in January 1284. Meantime the other moiety of 
Stoke, held by Dame Agnes de Stoke in 1255, went to Robert de 
Munslow. He seems to have been Bailiff" of Overs Hundred under 
Hamole Strange, and therefore between the years 1262 and 1267. 
His conduct in that office was straightly questioned by the Overs 

* Placita and Easoign Rolls, passim. and cxIt. 
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Jurors in 1274. A Simon de Stoke was Juror on an Inquest^ given 
under Greets in 1278, but who he was I know not. Also one Tho- 
mas de Stoke sat on a Ludlow Jury in January 1284. The Feo~ 
dory of 1284 gives Robert de Mumselauwe and Henry le Muntare 
as jointly holding Stoke of Robert de Mortimer by one-third of a 
Knight's-Fee, a statement which is substantively repeated by the In- 
quest on Robert de Mortimer's death in August 1287. It is added 
on the latter Record, that the whole Hamlet was worth £4. per an- 
num. At the ^ssizes of 1292, Henry le Moneur was one of the two 
who chose the Overs Jury. An Inquest of April 1308 gives Henry 
le Moneour and Margery le Blak as holding the Hamlet of Stok for 
i of a knight's-fce.®* Henry le Moneour was soon afterwards suc- 
ceeded by his son John, as will presently appear under Whitton. 

WESTON. 

This member of Burford was held by the Cliffords under tlie 
Lords of Richard's Castle and by the Lords of Greet under Clifford. 
Hence in November 1221 a Pine is levied whereby Philip de Gret^ 
ham, Tenant of half a virgate in Weston, enfeofife Richard, son of 
Richard Lupus, in the same, at 5«. rent and for 5 merks paid down. 
The premises had hitherto been in dispute between Philip and one 
Richard Pulein, who claimed them under writ of mort cPancesfre, 
but now acknowledged himself to have been only a Tenant in vil^ 
lainage under Philip.*^ In 1255 Philip de Thongland (whom we 
have heard of under Greet) held a hide in Weston at /erm. He held 
it (like Greet) of Peter de Greet, and it was of the Fee of Sir Ro- 
ger de Clifford. It did suit to Overs Hundred. The Record omits 
to say that it was a member of Burford, and so held by Roger de 
Clifford under William de Stutevill.»i In 1256 one WiUiam Coke- 
rel of Weston was reported by the Overs Jurors as non-attendant 
at the Assizes. The same person, called William Keterel of Weston, 
was, with Nicholas de Estham, Surety for one party in a suit con- 
cerning land in Bitterley. He was probably an Under-Tenant, as 
was Nicholas de Weston, whom John Baril (Under-Sheriff to Hugh 
de Mortimer of Chelmarsh) first arrested for larceny, and then let 
go without other warrant than a bribe of 4^P On the death of 
Robert de Mortimer in 1287, we find the Heirs of Roger de Clifford 
holding the Hamlet of Weston under the deceased for half aknight^s 
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fee. Its annual vaiae was 40^.^ William de Weston, occurring 
about this time on local Juries, was probably Clifford's Undertenant 
here. 

An Inquest of April 1308 represents the Earl of Lincoln as 
holding the hamlet of Weston by half a knight's-fee in Burford 
Barony.** This Earl, I should observe, represented the elder line of 
the Cliffords, — not the line of Roger de Clifford above named. 



WHITTON. 

About the year 1174 William de Witef (or Wicetre, as I mis- 
rendered the name*^) attests a charter of Osbem fitz Hugh already 
given. About the year 1180 William de Witinton, Tenant I sup- 
pose here under Osbem fitz Hugh, attests a Charter of that Baron 
which I shall give under Ashford Carbonell. In the last attestation 
he is followed by Hugh his son, who I suppose succeeded him in 
estate; for one Hugh de Wittindon being dead in September 1199, 
his Widow Margery levies a Fine with William de Wittindon, 
whereby she renounces for 4^ merks all claim of dower in Wit- 
tinton.** William de Witenton, thns succeeding, was I suppose he 
who was put in misericordid at the Assizes of 1203 for essoigning 
some Juror improperly, when the homicide of Walter de Snitton 
was to be investigated by the Hundred of Overs. The next entry 
on the BioU mentions one Osbert de Witenton, who having found a 
man crushed by a fallen tree, was not forthcoming to give account 
of the matter.®^ He also appears on the essoign-roll as easoigned 
by Roger fitz Julian. He was nevertheless in misericordid. The 
Feodary of 1210 gives William de Witinton as holding under the 
Lords of Richard's Castle by Serjeantry, but the nature of his 
service is not stated.®® In Michaelmas Term 1233 John de Whi- 
tington easoigns himself in a plea of land against Walter Black 
(Nigrum) and Agnes his wife, the Essoignors being Hugh fitz Nigel 
and Gilbert de Whitington.^ In Easter Term 1236 a Plea appears 
on the Rolls which indicates, I think, a prospective sale by John de 
Witton of some property here. A day (in the Quinzaine of Michael- 
mas) is given to Walter Tug* of Estham and Agnes his wife, Flain- 
tifife, and to John de Witton, Tenant ; evidently that they may at- 
tend and receive a Chyrograph ; for it is added, that John de Witton 
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undertook to hare in Court certain Villains of his vhom he had 
quit-claimed to the Plaintiflb^ and that he made Hugh de Rokehill 
his Attorney to receive his Chyrograph. Also Henry Rugefef, a free 
tenant of John de Witton^ was to be in Court the same day^ and 
acknowledge the services by which he held.* On November 15, 
1236^ a suit of mart (Pancestre wherein John le Waleis and Matilda 
his wife impleaded John de Whitenton^ Tenant^ for half a vii^ate in 
Whitenton, ended in a Pine. — The Plaintifis renounced their claim, 
and John de Whitenton enfeoffed them in 9^ acres at 12d, rent.^ 
Again on February 3, 1237, a Fine was levied between William le 
Neir (Noir) and Agnes his wife, Plaintiffs, and John de Whitinton, 
Tenant of 1^ virgates in Eston, Worcestershire, and of half a hide 
in Whitinton, Salop, whereof was Plea. The Plainti& renounce 
their claim, but John de Whitenton gives them Feoffinent in 1 ^ 
virgates in Rochull, Salop ; — to hold at 2d, rent ; — to William aad 
Agnes and the heirs of Agnes under John de Whitenton and his 
heirs.' In 1255 half a hide in Wyttone had come by some means 
to the heir of William le Mouner (Monetarii) of Ludlow. This 
estate owed suit to Overs Hundred, and like Stoke was in custody 
of Master Symon de Radnor, as Guardian of William le Mouner's 
heir.* A Deed of 1311-2 has the attestation of "John de" (read 
le) " Muneter, Lord of Whyttone." 

The following were probably Undertenants to Le Mouner. — 
William Bonet, a Juror on the Overs Inquest of 1255, was Tenant 
of a messuage and quarter- virgate in Wy tton, for which Walter fitz 
Alured sued him in 1256 alleging his (Walter^s) brother, Adam fitz 
Alured, to have died seized thereof. The prosecution failed.* 

In William le Blak, a Juror at the Assizes of 1272 and on the 
Overs Inquest of November 1274, we recognise a descendant of Wil- 
liam le Ncir, the Feoffee of 1237. In December 1274 we have 
John le Neyr as Jiu*or on a Burford Inquest, and both John le Blak 
and William le Blak as Jurors on a Greet Inquest in August 1278. 
In Hilary Term 1278 we have Richard le Neyr and Margaret his 
wife conveying by Fine 3s, 2d, rent in Rokhull and Stoke to Hugh 
de Vuyllc, whereof was plea of warranty. Hugh and his heirs are 
to pay Id. rent to Richard and Margaret and the heirs of Margaret, 
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and to perform all capital services in their stead. For this Hugh 
gave a sore sparrow-hawk. In January 1284 John le Blak occurs 
as Juror on a Ludlow Inquest. 

Whitton Chapel seems to be merely a modem substitute for 
the more ancient Chapel of Greet. At all events, if Whitton had 
an ancient Chapel of its own, that Chapel was most implicitly sub- 
ject to Burford Church, and not a single Incumbent thereof appears 
on the Hereford Registers. 

OVERTON. 

A place thus named is now lost, but it seems to have been mano- 
rially a member of Burford, though by circumstances of tenure it 
is usually associated with Ashford Carbonel, which was in Culvestan 
Hundred. I distinguish as best I can between this Overton, in 
Overs Hundred, and another place of the same name which was a 
member of the Manor of Richard's Castle. The Carbonels held 
the former Overton of the Barons of Burford ; but I shall speak of 
the Carbonels more fully under Ashford Carbonel. In 1255 Hugh 
Carbonel is said to hold a quarter of a hide in Wn'tone, of William 
de Stutevill, and to do suit to Overs Hxmdred.® On the death of 
Robert de Mortimer in 1287, the Inquest associates Overton with 
Ashford Carbonel as both held by Richard Carbonel for half a 
Knight's-fee.'' So in April 1308 Hugh Carbonel held both manors 
of the estate of Matilda de Mortimer, deceased, and was himself on 
the Jury which made this return.® 

HULLE, WW COURT OE HILL. 

HuUe in Overs Hundred was a member of Burford, but there 
was another Hulle a member of Bichard^s Castle, not always dis- 
tinguishable firom this. The Hulle of which I now speak was held 
in 1221 by William de la Hulle, against whom William de Stute- 
vill, having a suit at law, was esaoigned,^ The Feodary which I have 
ventured to date about 1230 gives Robert de la Hulle as holding a 
twelfth part of a Knight's-fee in Hulle of the Barony of Richard's 
Castle,^^ and it is noticeable that the tenure is stated between the 
tenures of Stoke and Tilsop. In 1240 Hugh de Hulle held an 
eleventh part of a fee in Hulle of the Barony of William de Stute- 
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vill.^^ In 1255 the Jurors of Overs Hundred^ of whom Adam Wele 
was one^ represented the said Adam as holding a hide at fena in 
La Hulle under Roger de Pynlesdone, till the heir of Robert de la 
HuUe should be of age. It was held for the eleventh part of a 
knight's-fee, and did suit to the Hundred.^^ The Record does not 
state the fact that it was held under William de Stutevill as Lord 
Paramount^ nor yet that Roger de Pynlesdone was Guardian only 
of the heir ; which I presume to have been the case. At the Assizes 
of 1256 Adam Wele was Bailiff of Overs Hundred^ but Simon de 
la HuUe^ whom I take to have been his late Ward^ occurs as Surety 
for Hamo de Curzun in a Lawsuit. Adam Wele appears on a local 
Jury in 1259^ and in 1272 has been mentioned under Shire/^ a 
place close adjoining to Hulle. About 1266 we have had Symon 
de la Hulle attesting Hugh de Mortimer^s Charter to the Burgesses 
of Burford.^^ At the Assizes of 1272 and at the Overs Inqiiisition 
in November 1274 Simon de la Hulle was a Juror, and in Decem- 
ber following both he and Adam Wele sat on the Inquest on the 
death of Hugh de Mortimer. Adam Wele was a Juror at the 
Assizes of 1272 and on a Greet Inquest in 1278. In Trinity Term 
1283 Symon de la Hulle was I think dead, leaving a son Adam, and 
a widow Dionysia, now the wife of Ralph de Shyrebume. This is 
suggested by a Fine wherein the said Ralph and Dionysia his wife 
quit'Claim to Adam de la Hulle a messuage and a third part of a 
virgate in Hulle which was Dionysiacs dower in the inheritance of 
the said Adam. For this release Adam gave 9 merks.^^ The Feo- 
dary of 1284 gives Adam de la Hull as holding the vill of Hull 
in Overs Hundred under Robert de Mortimer by one^aixth of a 
Knighfs-fee.^* The Inquest on Robert de Mortimer's death in 
1287 gives Adam de la Hulle as still Tenant of the Hamlet of 
Hulle, of 20«. annual value, but as held by the eleventh part of a 
Ejiighf s-fee.^7 At the Assizes of 1292 Adam de la Hulle was a 
Juror for Overs Hundred. 

Adam de la Hulle was succeeded as Lord of Hulle by William de 
la Hulle, whom I take to have been son of the said Adam; but ootem- 
porary with, and probably holding under William, was another Adam 
de la Hulle, whose Father's name appears to have been Hugh. A 
Deed, which has been set forth under Boraston, exhibits WiUiam 
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de la UuUe and Adam de la Hulle as fellow-witnesses in 1301-2.^^ 
By Fine levied in Easter Term 1305^ John de Horsned and Con- 
stancia his wife^ and Hugh Body and Alianore his wife^ Tenants of 
two Mills in La HuU^ quit-claim the same^ for themselves and the 
heirs of Constancia and Alianore, to WiUiam de la Hull and Alice 
his wife. The Fine purports to be the result of a Plea of Conven- 
tion ; and William de la Hull paid 100«. for the same.^' 

Again^ in Easter Term 1307 a Fine was levied between William 
de la Hull and Alice his wifc^ plaintiffs^ and Adam son of Hugh de 
la HuU^ Deforciant, of one messuage, one carucate of land, 8 acres 
of meadow, 40 acres of bosc, and 17^. rent in La UnMjuxta Hyntes, 
whereof the parties had a plea of convention, William de la Hull 
first acknowledges that the premises are the Deforciant's by his 
(William's) gift, whereupon Adam concedes them to William and 
Alice and the heirs of William, to hold of the Lords of the Fee. 
For this, William is said to give £\0P The Inquest held at Bur- 
ford, April 2, 1308, on the death of Matilda, widow of Hugh de 
Mortimer, gives WiUiam de la Hull as then holding the Hamlet of 
La Hulle for the eleventh part of a knight's-fee, of the Lords of 
Burford. Adam de Hulle was one of the Jurors who made this re- 
turn.2o By Deed dated at Bishop's Castle, Dec. 14, 1311, William 
de Mortimer, Canon of Hereford, gives, for a sum of money, to 
William de la Hulle and Alice his wife, a messuage and lands in 
Rokhulle and Grcete, together with all rents and services due from 
WiUiam son of Roger de Ledewych, Geoffrey son of Peter de Bok- 
huUc, and William son of the Ladv of Greete. — Witnesses : John 
de (read le) Muneter Lord of W^hyttone, PhiUp Lord of Greete, 
Walter de CUfford.^i 

One Thomas de la HuUe occurs in November 1316 as Juror in 
the Inquest taken on the death of William de Ludlow ;^^ but I can- 
not affirm that this Thomas was of the place now under notice. 
William dela HuUc was certainly living in 1331, when he grants to 
John Baret his Nephew, Chaplain of Ash Stormi (i. e. Nash), cer- 
tain land, to pray for the souls of the Grantor and of Alice his late 
wife, for the souls of his heirs and successors and of Geoffrey de 
ComwaU, Lord of Burford, and Margaret his wife.-^ 

^ Supra, p. 827. I Wood's Collection. Sco alao Sheriffs of 
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For a continuation of this subject I may now refer elsewhere.^ 
I am content to have added something to the early history of a fa- 
mily whose origin and rise must needs be matter of interest to every 
Shropshire Genealogist.*^ 



iHtlsott* 



Domesday^ after describing Nene in Condetret Hundred as held 
by Siward under Osbem fitz Richard^ proceeds as follows : — *' To 
this Manor (Nene) there is adjacent one Berewick, Mulstone in 
Ovret Hundred. Here are three and a half hides geldable. The 
arable land is enough for vi ox-teams. Here iii Radmans and in 
Villains have in Teams. In time of King Edward it was worth 149. 
{per annum) ; now it is worth 10«. He (Osbem fitz Richard) found 
it waste.'^^ This instance of a Manor being in one Hxmdred while 
its Berewick was in another^ is less remarkable than a case already 
discussed under Morville.* When Neen (SoUars) became annexed 
to Overs Hundred^ the previous anomaly of course vanished, and 
both Milson and Neen SoUars are to this day reputed to be in Overs 
Hundred, though their Manorial connection has entirely ceased. I 
presume Siward to have been Domesday Tenant of Milson, though 
the Record hardly implies as much. The next mention which I find 
of the place is as held by Feofiees of the Lords of Burford, who had 
adopted the local name of " De Muleston.'^ We have seen William 
de Muleston attesting, about 1174, a Charter of Osbem fitz Hugh 
his Suzerain.^ A later Charter of the same Baron, which I shall 
give under Ashford Carbonel, has the attestation of Gilbert de 
Muleston. About 1210, according to a Feodary of the Honour of 
Richard^s Castle, William de Mulestone was holding half aknighfs- 
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la Hulle, last named in the text, to have 
been Ancestor of all the families of TTill 
which have since become so prominent in 
Shropshire History. I cannot however 
assent to every point in Mr. Blakeway V 



mode of stating the snbsequent descent. 
Some coirective matter will be found be- 
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' Domesdaiy^ fo. 260, a. 

- Supra, Vol. I, p. 27. 
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fee thereof;^ and the Feodary, supposed to have been drawn up 
about 1230^ repeats the Tenant's name and fixes Muleston as the 
locality.* The Feodary of 1240 still continues a William de Mule- 
ston as holding half a fee in Muleston^ of William de Stutevill.^ 
On Jan. 2, 1250^ William de Mileston and Nichola his wife fine 20^. 
to have a lawsuit transferred from Herefordshire to Westminster.'^ 
In 1255 the hidage of Mullestone appears as 2\ hides^ — one hide 
less than the Domesday estimate. William de Mullestone was still 
StutevilPs Tenant here by half a knight's-fee, and did suit to the 
Hundred of Overs. He had been in ill health the whole year.® 
At the Assizes of 1256 William de Mulleston was foimd to have dis- 
seized Hugh de Wodenerton of half a virgate in Mulleston^ but the 
Defendant did not appear in the cause.* He was also reported as a 
Defaulter by the Jurors of the Hundred. It is probable that he 
was of advanced age; for, on the death of William de Stutevill in 
1259, the first Juror on the Inquest was Nicholas de Muleston. In 
Easter Term 1260, Nichola, Widow of William de Muleston, had 
been suing several of her late husband's Undertenants for her dower, 
viz. Robert fitz William of Wychecot, WiUiam fitz John and Eva 
his wife, William fitz Richard and Matilda his Mother, Philip fitz 
Hugh and Emma his Mother, for thirds of small parcels of land in 
Dodestone, etc. All the said Tenants had called Nicholas son of 
William de Muleston to warranty, but he had repeatedly failed to 
appear. So now it was decided that they should all hold their tene- 
ments in peace, and that Nichola should have an equivalent of her 
claims out of Nicholas de Muleston's lands.^^ At the Assizes of 
August 1267 Nichola Widow of William de Milston was sued for 
disseizing Sibil fitz Robert of six acres in Milston. The prosecution 
failed because the Plaintiff, a Minor, had never been seized.^^ The 
Overs Inquisition of 1274 speaks of one William fitz Hugh, whom 
I shall presently show to have been a Coparcener in Milson, as 
having sat in the fiill Hundred-Court of Overs between 1272 and 



* • * lAber Suber, foe. cxxxviii, cxIt. 

* Testa de Nevill, p. 45. 
7 Mnee, Vol. II, p. 68. 

« Rot. Hundred. II, 74. 

» Asnxet, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 12. 

" Placita, Pasch. Term, 44 Hen. Ill; 
m. 24.— 

It is obserrable that the PipcEoU of 
1260 records, among the Nova Oblata^ an 
amercement of 6*. Sd. on WiUiani dc Mil- 



leston and Nichola his wife for non-prose- 
cution of some suit-at-law. This points to 
the decease of William as later than Mi- 
chaelmas 1259. I may here remark that 
the appearance of an elder son on a Jury 
does not necessarily imply the Father's 
previous death, though it is consistent with 
an idea of the Father's superannuation. 
" AtsizeSy 61 Hen. Ill, m. 8. 
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1274. Another less intelligible statement seems to imply that in 
the year 1271 or 1272 this William fitz Hugh had been challaaged 
for a murder, that the then Sheriff was Hugh de Mortimer, but 
that a succeeding Sheriff had seized and still detained the chattels 
of the accused, valued at 10 merks.^^ 

In Trinity Term 1277 a Fine between Nichola de Mukton, Plain- 
tiff, and William le Mareschal and Alice his wife, Impedients, con- 
veyed a messuage and 20 acres in Mubton to the Plaintiff, as the 
gift of Christiana de Qardino, whose Cousin and heir Alice was, — 
to hold to Nichola and her heirs, of William and Alice and the heirs 
of Alice, at Id, rent. Nichola gave 10 merks for this. In Hilary 
Term 1283, Nichola, widow of William de Mulstone, Plaintiff (Hugh 
de Dunville being her Attorney), obtains by Fine a quU-claim of 
a messuage and half virgate in Mulstone, from Thomas de la M(»re 
and Matilda his wife, — ^granting for themselves and the heirs of 
Matilda. Nichola, for this, gave one merk. On June 25, 1284, a 
Fine was levied between William son of Hugh de Cloune, Plaintiff 
and Nichola daughter of Nicholas de Mulstone, Deforciant, of half 
two messuages, two-thirds of a carucate of land^ and 41«. rent in 
Mulston and Dodeston. Nichola acknowledged herself to have given 
the premises to the Plaintiff, reserving a dove-rent and capital ser- 
vices. She also concedes that all Tenements which Sibil, widow of 
Nicholas de Mulstone, held in dower, and which after said Sibil's 
death would revert to herself, should go to the Plaintiff. This Fine, 
for which the Plaintiff paid 80 merks, was levied in presence of the 
said Sibil, who came into Court acknowledging that she claimed 
nothing except as her dower; for which she did fealty in Court to 
William son of Hugh. In 1284 the Feodary gives John Godard 
and William fitz Hugh as holding Mulston by half a knighf s fee 
of Robert de Mortimer. On the death of Robert de Mortimer in 
1287, the Inquest states that the Heirs of William de Mulston were 
Tenants of the Manor, and that it was worth j68. per ammum}^ 
How John Godard and William fitz Hugh were heirs of William 
de Muleston I cannot determine. At the Assizes of 1292 Hugh 
Godard was a Juror for Overs Hundred. An Inquisition of April, 
1308, gives Hugh Godard as holding the Manor of Mulston for half 
a knight's-fee of the Barony of Burford.^* 

The Nomina VUlarum of 1316 gives Hugh Godard alone as Lord 
of this Vill}^ 



'2 Rot. Jffundred. II, 104.. 

« InqumtioHs, 15 Edw. I, No. 30. 
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In 1338 William de Frene granted lands in Milston to John 
Goddard and Margaret his wife.^^ 

Of Robert Partrick's interest in Milson in 1350 I have abready 
spoken under The Low.^^ 

Milson Church. — The constant subjection of this Church to 
that of Neen Sollars has been abready pointed out. The Dependent 
Church is never therefore the subject of any distinct Record. Its 
date is also uncertain, except so far as may be gathered from archi- 
tectural features of some antiquity. 



CetieiUSOUe or %ttXit^VX\ and 



Th e former of these two places is the only one described in Domes- 
day. It is noticed as follows : — 

" The same Osbem (fitz Richard) holds (of the King) TedenesoDe. 
Sauuard held it (in Saxon times) and was a Free Man. Here is i 
hide geldable. There is (arable) land (sufficient) for three and a 
half ox-teams. In demesne there is one team^ and (there are) iii 
Serfs and iii Boors with half a team. There is a wood which will 
fatten xl swine. In King Edward^s time the Manor was worth 6*. 
(per annum) ; now it is worth 10*.^'^ 

The Manor thus described in Domesday is sometimes called in 
later documents the Manor of Merebrook ; sometimes Merebrook 
and TetneshuU are spoken of as two Manors^ sometimes as different 
members of one Manor. Now I have before shown that Cleobury 
North, Hopton Wafre, and a place called Mterebroc, were early in 
Edward the Confessor's reign the property of the Church of Wor- 
cester, and though the Church lost the two former, Seuuard, or 
Siward, continued Tenant of both till a later period.* The same 
thing seems to have happened with regard to MiBrebroc ; for we must 
treat TedensoUe and Maerebroc as convertible names when applied 
to the Manor now under notice ; and as to the identity of Seuuard 
and Sauuard^ that is very obvious. The situation of this Manor 



i« Blakeway's MSS. 
17 Supra, p. 238. 
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is the next question ; and it is one which will call for a good deal of 
evidence, and yet remain, I fear, in some doubt. 

The question is, whether this Manor stood in the South-Eastern 
or in the North-Eastem extremity of Overs Hundred? — ^The col- 
lective evidence on each side would be decisive in itself, were it not 
neutralized by the collective evidence on the other side. I will 
state the alternatives of this curious dilenmia as completely as I 
am able. 

In favour of the Manor having been in the South-Eastem quarter 
of Overs Hundred, we have the following considerations. A glance 
at the Map will detect a district of Shropshire lying southward of 
Milson and Neen SoUars, but surrounded on the East, South, and 
West, by Herefordshire. In this district the River Rea unites with 
a small stream called Mill-brook, and the two thus joined are after- 
wards known only as the Rea. Near to their confluence is a place 
called Malbrook ; and on the Rea, previous to their confluence, stands 
Tctstill Mill. In these names I think we may have the represen- 
tatives of the more ancient Maerebroc and Tedenesolle ; and I shall 
give one instance of Mserebroc having been called Melbrook as fax 
back as the thirteenth century. But I will render other reasons for 
thinking it probable that Tedenesolle, alias Mserebroc, lay in this 
particular quarter. The two adjoining Manors on the North are 
Milson and Neen Sollars. Both of these were^ like Tedenesolle, 
held by Siward in the reign of the Confessor, and all three were 
Osbem fitz Richard's at Domesday. Also in the thirteenth century, 
as I shall presently show, this Manor of Maerebroc is mentioned in 
the Surveys consecutively with Milson and Neen Sollars. Again, in 
1272 we have the Lord of TetneshuU and Merebrok suing the Lords 
of Neen Sollars for rights of common in the latter Manor, — a very 
strong ai^umcnt that the Manors were adjacent. Lastly, in 1292 
we have the widow of a Lord of TetneshuU claiming dower both 
there and in Neen SoUars. 

In favour of considering this Manor to have been in the North- 
Eastern quarter of Overs Hundred I submit the foUowing evi- 
dences : — 

Mr. Blakeway identifies Maerebroc which belonged to the Church 
of Worcester, with Morbrook near Aston BottereU ; and his account 
seems to intimate that one of the tributaries of the Rea, rising in 
the Clee-HiU, was at its source caUcd Morbrook. This information 
was not intended by Mr. Blakeway as relative to the situation of the 
Manor of TetneshuU and Mserebrok, but rather as showing how 
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common the name Morbrook^ or Merebrook^ was. In fact^ I sup- 
pose that any small stream rising among moorlands might be called 
Morbrook itself^ and might impart the same name to any VUl or 
settlement on its banks. 

But a document of the year 1801 describes the Manor about 
which we arc inquiring by a very pertinent name^ viz. as Tetneshull 
under the Cle, Now as Overs Hundred did not approach the Great 
Glee Hill, and as it nearly surrounded the Titterstone Clee Hill, one 
might suppose that we have in the latter that Clee under which was 
Tetneshull. Moreover it is not very extravagant to suggest that 
the names Titterstone and Tetneshull may have originated in a 
common root. A glance at the Map makes it further apparent, I 
think, that the district about the Titterstone Clee Hill stood aloof 
from the nearest of surrounding Manors ; neither is there anything 
in the early history of these surrounding Manors which would sug* 
gest an idea that any of them trenched on this district. On these 
grounds one might be inclined to assume that the Manor and the 
lost Vills of TetneshuU and Maerebrook occupied a district adjacent 
to the Titterstone Clee Hill. 

I now proceed with the history of the district whose situation is 
thus left undetermined. — The Manor of Tedenesolle, alias Moere- 
broc, came at a very early period to be held imder the Barons of 
Bichard^s Castle by another Baronial house, viz. that of Corbet of 
Cans. The Corbets of Caus held also two Manors in Worcester- 
shire under the Barons of Richard's Castle, viz. Impney by a whole 
Knight's-Fee, and Astwood by half a fee. This Feoffment of Corbet 
probably indicates a gift in frank-marriage with some Lady of the 
house of Say to a Corbet of Caus. The Tenants of Corbet in each 
of the three Manors which he thus held of the Honour of Richard's 
Castle were different. Impney was held by a younger branch of 
Corbets ; Astwood by a family called De Astwood ; TedenesoUe by 
the Arundels, who also held Habberley, a member of Corbet's own 
Barony. Of these Arundels, Lords of Tedenesolle and Masrebroc^ 
I have the following particulars.— 

Between the years 1180 and 1199 Adam de Arundel, Lord of this 
Manor, occurs more than once in the general affairs of the County 
or in those of his Sjizerain, — Robert Corbet of Caus. At the same 
period was living one John Walsh (WaUensis), who is found in 
company with Robert Corbet on an indifferent occasion hereafter 
to be noticed, but who seems to have disputed Adam de Arundel's 
title to this Manor. In 1195 John WaUensis fined "three merks 
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to have right against Adam de Anmdel in respect of half a knighf s- 
fee in Tatehal and Marebroc/'^ This suit was still unsettled in 
1199^ when John Wallensis is opposed to Wido de Arandel^ the 
successor of Adam^ and to Robert Corbet^ whom the said Wido had 
called to warranty,^ Thus among the Es8oigns at Westminster on 
June 27, 1199, we find Robert Coket (read Corbet) and Wido de 
Arundel essoigned against John Wallensis by Richard Russell and 
William Brito. In Hilary Term 1200 " Robert Corbet appoints 
in his own place Wido de Arundell, against John de Seldes^' (an- 
other name of the Plaintiff) ^^in a plea of warranty in Totenhill 
and Merehroc, wherein Wido calls Robert Corbet to warranty. ^*^ 
In Easter Term 1200 the cause came on for hearing, John Wa- 
lensis suing Robert Corbet immediately for half a Enight's-fee in 
Tutemshill and in Merebroc. Corbet appeared, and at once called 
to warranty the heir of his own Feoffors, the Says. This was 
Margery, daughter of Hugh de Say, an Infant at the time; and 
the Suit was consequently adjourned till she should be of age.' 
In Easter Term 1201 Guido de Arundell was again a Defendant for 
his interest in ThikesheU and in Marebroc, It was one hide (the 
Domesday measurement of Tedenesolle), and was claimed by one 
William de Lendeslee as his right. Guido in this instance made 
no appeal to Corbet his immediate Seigneur, but at once called 
the daughter of Hugh de Say to warranty, who being still in 
minority this case also was adjourned.'^ The Feodary, which I 
have ventured to date about 1230, gives a second Adam de Arundel 
as holding half a knight^s-fee in Tetneshull and Marebroc of the 
Honour of Richard^s Castle.^ Here Corbet^s mesne interest is 
omitted, as it again is in the Feodary of 1240, which gives Adam 
de Arondel as holding half a fee in Merebroc of the Barony of 
William de Stotevill.» 

In 1255 the Jurors who made Inquest as to the Tenures in 
Overs Hundred seem to have been Knights. John de Arundel is 
the second on the Panel. Among their statements is this one. — 
'^ John de Arundel holds one hide of land in Marebroc of Sir 



» Rot. Pip. 7 Ric. I, Salop. 
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Thomas Corbet for half a KnightVfee, and does suit to Overs 
Hundred/'io ^^ ^j^^ Assizes of 1256 John de Arundel was again 
second Juror for Overs Hundred. On February 8, 1264, John, son 
of John de Arundel, has a Writ of mort d'ancestre against Thomas 
Corbet concerning a messuage and lands in Habberley »nd Tet- 
neshuU.^* John de Arundel the second, as I presume he may be 
called, was Foreman of the Jury which took the Overs Inquest in 
November 1274. He was second Juror on an Inquest about Greet, 
in August 1278. In 1284 we have the statement which I have 
before alluded to as strengthening the notion that we have iu 
Malbrook the place usually, but not always, called Merebroc in the 
thirteenth centuxy. In this instance it is called Melbrok ; and John 
de Arundel is stated to hold it for half a Knight's-fee of Peter 
Corbet, while the same Peter held it of Robert de Mortimer.^* 
On the death of the latter Baron in 1287, the tenancy of Arundel 
here is not mentioned in the Inquest ; but Peter Corbet is said to 
have held, on the day of Mortimer's decease, the Manor of Tet-. 
treshull and Marebrok for half a kuight's-fee, and the Manor to 
be worth £8. per annum.^^ On May 8, 1288, we have Sir John de 
Arundel, knight, attesting a Buildwas Charter.^^ 

Before October 1292 John de Arundel (II) was deceased, leaving 
a Widow Isabella and a Son (a third John) his heir. At the 
Assizes of that year, Isabella, the Widow, was suing several Te«- 
nants of her late husband for dower. She sued Agnes, daughter 
of John de Arundel, for thirds of a messuage and half virgate in 
Taneshull and Burywod; she sued Sibil, widow of Nicholas de 
Multon (Milson, I presume^^) for thirds in Neen Solers; and she 
sued Isabel, widow of William de Stepelton, for thirds in La Wode- 
house. All these Tenants called John, son of John de Arundel, to 
warranty. The result in the first case of the three was that Agnes 
had an equivalent for the thirds sought against her out of the lands 
of the said John de Arundel (III). In the second case, Sibil 
showed that she was only Tenant for life ; the premises in Neen 
Solers being entailed on her daughter Agnes. They both agreed 
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in calling John de Arundel (III) to warranty y who stated that hijB 
late Father had given his wife Isabel an equivalent for this item of 
her dower, viz. a mill and a garden. To this Isabel replied, that 
the said gift of a mill, etc., was a simple gift, and no exchange. 
So Isabel had her dower in this instance, and Sibil her equivalent, 
out of John de Arundel's estate. In the third case, Isabel de 
Stepelton showed that she held for term of life, and with remainder 
to Robert her son. John de Arundel being called to Warranty ^ 
said, as to this parcel in La Wodehouse, that his Father could 
never have given dower in that, because he had never been himself 
seized thereof. This plea he afterwards withdrew, and had to find 
an equivalent for the dower taken out of Isabel de Stepelton's 
tenement.** 

On October 6, 1297, a Fine was levied, whereby John de Arundel 
entailed, subject to his own life and with a small reservation, two 
parts of the Manors of Tetteneshul and Habberley on Robert 
Corbet of Moreton, Matilda his wife, and the heirs, of the said 
Robert. According to the language of the Fine, John de Amndd, 
Plaintiff, acknowledges the right of Robert Corbet to the premises^ 
except three messuages and two virgates in Tetteneshul and Hab- 
berley. In return, Robert Corbet and Matilda his wife concede 
the premises to John de Arundel for life; — to hold of Robert and 
Matilda and the heirs of Robert at a rose-rent, and by performance 
of all capital services ; — with remainder to Robert and Matilda, — 
to hold of the Lords of the Fee.*^ 

On the 15th of November, 1300, Robert Corbet having died, 
and the Escheator having seized the Manors of Haberleye and 
TetneshuH-undeV'the'Cle into the King's hands; and Matilda, Ro- 
bert Corbet's widow, having complained to the King that she was 
enfeoffed in these and other estates conjointly with her late hus- 
band, the King orders the said Escheator to send him fuU infor- 
mation on the subject. An Inquest held at Moreton Corbet on 
January 15, 1301, found that Robert Corbet and his wife had been 
jointly enfeoffed by John, son of John de Arundel, in ail the said 
John's lands in the vills of Habberleye and Tetneshull and Mere- 
brok : — also that John de Arundel was still holding for life two- 
thirds of the premises, but that Robert Corbet had died seized of 
the remaining third ; and that the whole constituted a knighf s-fee 
held under Peter Corbet.^^ It is clear then that Robert Corbet 

»« Asnst'8, 20 Edw. I. m. 6. | ^« Inquinliont, 29 Bdw. I, No. 45. 

" Pefhs f\mum, 25 Edw. I, Salop. I 
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had been enfeoffed in the whole of these estates previous to the 
above Fine, and that the Fine was only a subsequent and tem- 
porary arrangement in respect of two- thirds thereof. 

Whether Adam Arundel, who has been named on an Easthope 
Jury in 1306,^' was descended from the old Lords of Tetneshull 
I cannot declare. Certain it is that Robert Corbet's descendants 
enjoyed the fee simple of the estate now under notice. 

A Feodary of April 2, 1308, mentions only the mesne tenure of 
Peter Corbet of Cans, viz. that he held, under the Lords of Burford, 
the Manor of TeteneshuU and Marebrok for half a knight's-fce.^ 
An Inquisition ordered June 12, and held June 20, 1309, on the 
death of Matilda, widow of Robert Corbet of Moreton, found her to 
have held the Manors of Tetneshull, Marebrok, and Habberleye, 
under Sir Peter Corbet, for half a knight's-fee. The Inquest values 
the pleas of the Manorial Courts at 1^. only, because the said Courts 
had none who did suit thereto [quia non habent sectatores) ?^ 

Of Undertenants in this Manor I have no notice, unless it be 
in the instance of William, son of Geoffi'ey de Tetteshill, who at the 
Assizes of 1226 was amerced 6«. 8rf. for disseizin,-" and who, as 
William de Tetneshull, was acquitted of a sccoud charge of the 
same nature.^ 
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Domesday supplements its account of Cleobury Mortimer, in 
Condetret Hundred, with mention of Mawley and two other small 
estates, which had been so annexed to Cleobury as to be valued 
therewith in the Record. The Survey then proceeds thus, — " And 
in Ovret Hundred there is i hide, Dodentone, which itself also is 
valued in the same,"^ L e. in Cleoburv. We have seen in the case 
of Ditton Priors, that the Dodentone of Domesday became Ditton ; 
also in the case of Detton, that that is the contracted form of a place 
written in Domesday as Dodentone. A third very similar instance 
is the one before us ; for there can be no doubt that this distant 
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member of the modem Parish of Cleobury Mortimer represents a 
part of the Domesday Dodentone in Overs Hmidred ; — I say a part, 
because Earls Ditton lies in a greater district^ known as the Dorf- 
dington Liberty of Cleobury Mortimer. It is Doddington Liberty 
therefore which represents as a whole the Domesday Dodentone, so 
that we have the uncontracted form for the district in general and 
the contracted form for a parcel thereof. The addition of " Earls'^ 
before Ditton marks a distinction from Detton and Ditton Priors. 
The prefix alludes to the Seigneury of the Mortimers as Earls of 
March, and therefore we do not find it used in the thirteenth 
century. 

The territory here spoken of was probably held in demesne by the 
Mortimers; and what we have said of their Manor of Cleobury in 
general, must be taken to include Doddington Liberty. There is 
one remarkable exception to this rule : for I think it was here that 
the estate lay which in 1260 was settled by Roger de Mortimer of 
tVigmore, on the marriage of his daughter Isabel with the heir-ap- 
parent of the House of Fitz Alan. A Fine levied at Westminster, 
on May 14, 1260, sets forth the whole contract. John Fitz Alan 
(II) is Deforciant of 100 merkates of land in Norton and Atton, 
whereof was plea of convention between him and Roger de Mortimer^ 
Plaintiff. The said John concedes, that if it should come to pass 
that he should outlive John his son and heir, who, not being yet 
fourteen years of age, had married Isabel, Roger de Mortimer's 
daughter, then that the said 100 merkates of land should remain to 
Isabella, — to hold under John (II) and his heirs for her life, in name 
of dower. Again, if John fitz Alan, Junior, when he arrived at 14 
years of age, should wish to oppose the marriage-contract between 
himself and Isabel, the 100 merkates aforesaid should nevertheless 
remain to Isabel for life, and be for her maintenance, but after her 
death should revert to John fitz Alan and his heirs. In return, Ro- 
ger de Mortimer conceded, in marriage of his daughter Isabel, 40 
Librates of land in Dudinton, Salop ; — ^to hold to John fitz Alan, 
Junior, and Isabel, and their heirs, under Roger and his heirs for 
ever. If John fitz Alan, Junior, died without heirs, and Isabel sur- 
vived him, she was to have the said 40 Librates for life, with rever- 
sion to Mortimer. And besides this, Roger de Mortimer paid down 
400 merks of silver.* 

5 Fines Divers. Comitat. tcm. Hen. Ill, Norton, and I presume Alton, were in 
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£arl8 Ditton Chapel. — Some remains of this structure were 
visible at the commencement of the present Century.^ 
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This was a Manor of Overs Hundred. Tt is thus described in 
Domesday : — " Radulf de Mortemer holds Comelie of the King. 
Siuuard held it (in Saxon times) for two Manors^ and was a free 
man. Here are ii hides geldable. There is arable land (sufficient) 
for four ox-teams. In demesne there is one team and there are iiii 
Serfe^ I Villain^ ii Boors, and i Badman, with half a team. In King 
Edward's time the Manor was worth 48*. per annum. Now it is 
worth 10^. When he (Mortemer) received it, it was worth 3*.*' * 

There can be little doubt, I think, that this Manor went to 
constitute a part of the great fief which Le Savage held under 
Mortimer, but there is no evidence that, in this case as in many, 
Le Savage was preceded by Ingelrannus. The inference is, that 
Le Savage's Tenure was not all inherited, but increased by succes- 
sive grants of the Suzerain. Le Savage's successor at Corlcy was 
De Overton, of wh(Hn I have said so much under Eudon Oeorge 
and Overton. Richard de Overton's interest in Corley seems to 
have arisen before the extinction of Le Savage's male line ; for Adam 
le Savage was living in 1210, while in November 1208 a Fine was 
levied, whereby Aldith and Margery fitz Benedict, Plaintiff, con- 
ceded to Richard de Huverton, Tenant, half a virgate in Comeleg^ 
whereof was suit of mart d^ancestre. For this renunciation the 
Tenant gave them Ss. It is probable therefore that Richard de 
Overton was Savage's Undertenant or Grantee before he was defi- 
nitively his Coheir. I just repeat the former statement, that in 
1240 GeoflBrey de Overton's tenure of a knight's-fee under Ralph 
de Mortiiner was in Overton, Eudon Geoi^e, and Comley, and pass 
to the year 1255, when the Overs Inquisition says, that Geofirey 
de Wuerton holds one (hide) of land in Corley of Sir Roger de Mor- 
timer for a fourth part of a knight's-fee, and does suit to Overs 
Hundred. The other hide (which had helped to constitute the 
Domesday Manor) was held by Nicholas de Hintes under Geoffirey 

> B]&kBw&f8 Liat o{ DeHroyed Chapeh. \ > Dome$day^ fo. 260, a, 1. 
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de Wuerton^ for another fourth part of a knight's-fee, and did suit 
to the Hundred.^ Geoffrey de Overton then must be supposed to 
have held the whole two hides under Mortimer. 

In April 1263 we have Master William Gunny and Avelina his 
wife, Tenants of 1^ virgates in Comleye, renouncing their right in 
the same to Nicholas, son of Nicholas de Hintes. The fine purports 
to foUow a Plea of Convention and the transfer to be a gift. The 
Grantee is to hold the premises of the Lord of the Fee. He gives 
the Recognizors a sore sparroW'-hawk? 

Corley was one of those Manors which, soon after the battle of 
Evesham (1265), Mortimer removed from Overs Hundred and an- 
nexed to his Honour of Cleobury. An Inquest which took more 
particular cognizance of this matter than the Hundredal Inquest of 
1274, estimates the King's loss as 2s, per annum, from the with- 
drawal of the Lord of Cornlegh from those Hundred Courts of 
Overs which were held every three weeks; — at ISd. for the withdrawal 
of the Vill from two annual appearances ; — and at 12rf. from the dis- 
continuance of the Hundred-fee^ 

In Hilary Term 1278 a fine was levied between Hugh le Vuylle, 
plaintiff, and Roger son of William (which William was Parson of 
the Church of Comlcye) irapedient, of a messuage and 50 acres of 
land in Comleye. Roger acknowledged Hugh's right as by his 
(Roger's) gift. Hugh conceded the premises to Roger for life, at a 
rent of 28rf. payable to himself; — and with reversion to himself, to 
hold of the Lords of the Fee.^ 

Later in the same Term, Hugh de Yuilla and Matilda his wife, 
Impedients, quit-claim for 10 merks to Nicholas de Hintes, Plain- 
tiff, a messuage, 60 acres of land, and 3 acres of wood in Hintes 
and Cornleye, whereof was Suit-at-law. William de Hyntys, son 
of William de Hyntys, is said to appone his claim.^ 

In Michaelmas Term 1288 John de la Donne, Junior, and Agnes 
his wife. Deforciants, quit-claim to Richard, son of John de la Donne 
(Senior), Plaintiff, a messuage, 12 acres of land, 1^ acres of mea- 
dow, and 10 acres of Bosc in Hintes and Comleye. This quit- 
claim, for which 40^. was paid, binds the Deforciants and the heirs 
of Agnes.'' 

The Inquest on the death of Edmund de Mortimer in 1305 gives 



3 Boi. Hundred, II, 74. 

3 Pedes Finium, 47 Hen. Ill, Salop. 

* Inquis. incerti femporis ITcn. Ill, 



No. 26. 

^ Pedes Finmrn, 6 and 16 £dw. I, 
Salop. 
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Overton and Cornleye as held by one fee, but the Tenant's name is 
illegible.* I suppose it was GeoflBrey de Overton. 

OORLEY CHURCH. 

The earliest notice which I have of Corley Church is implied in 
the Presentments of the Overs Jurors at the Assizes of 1292. They 
recorded how in 1261 a Robber having taken sanctuary there, had 
confessed to many larcenies, and had abjured the Realm before 
Philip de Clinton, Coroner.^ 

In 1291 the Church of Cornleye in the Deanery of Burford was 
valued at £6. per annum, and the Rector had also a portion of j£l. 
firom the Church of Stottesden :® — a right whose origin I cannot con- 
jecture. In 134-1 the Church-Taxation of Corleye being first quoted 
at £6,, the Parish stands assessed to the Ninth at £2, Absence of 
sheep-stock, non-cultivation of four virgates of land, and the Taxa- 
tion including hay and other small tithes^ as well as offerings and 
glebe land, — these were the reasons of the discrepancy .* In 1534-5, 
William Waddyngton being Rector of Corley, his preferment in 
Glebe and tithes is valued at £6, Instead of receiving a pension 
from Stottesden Church, Corley now paid a pension of 6s. Sd, to 
Wigmore Abbey. The Procurations and Synodals due on Corley 
were 78. Sd.^^ 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

William, Parson of this Church in 1278, has been mentioned 
above. 

Nicholas de Retoate, Subdeacon, had this Church committed 
to him March 7, 1285. 

Peter de Brompton, Clerk, was instituted June 23, 1286, on 
presentation of Geoffrey de Overton ; but custody of both Church 
and Incumbent was committed to William le Bemer, Chaplain. 

Thomas de Overton being deprived of this Church, as holding 
it against a Statute of the Council of Lyons, his Successor — 

Walter de Hynestok, Priest, was instituted Feb. 16, 1299, on 
presentation of Geoflfrey de Overton. 

Walter de Baskertyle, Clerk,^* was instituted in 1316 on pre- 
sentation of Peter de Overton. 



< InquUUiong, 82 Edw. I, No. 63, b. 
7 PlacUa Corona, 20 Edw. I, m. 34. 
^ Pope Nich. Taxation, pp. 166, 166. 



> InquuUiones Nonarum, p. 187. 

^^ Valor Ecclenatticus, HI, 214, 208. 

" This Sector and his Successor were 
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Roger de Baskebvile^ Subdeacon^ was instituted Januaiy 19, 
1321; on presentation of the same. 

Malculine de Kynesdbleye was instituted January 17, 1342, 
on presentation of the same. He resigned in 1359, when, on Sep- 
tember 20 — 

Roger de la Hay, Clerk, was instituted at presentation of John 
de Overton. This Rector occurs in 1361. 

John Schakell, Chaplain, exchanges this Rectory on Oct. 8, 
1399, for the Preferment of — 

Sir William Seynt George, late Rector of Cleobury North, 
who was instituted here on presentation of William Worthyn. St, 
George resigned in 1411. 



Cam|)ant. 



This was the only Manor in Overs Hundred which Ralph de 
Mortimer held of the Earl of Shrewsbury. Domesday describes it 
as follows : — '^ The same Radulf holds Caiham. Earl Morcar held 
it (in Saxon times). Here are yiii hides geldable. In demesne are 
iiii hides, and thereon are ii ox-teams, and there are ii Serfs, x Vil- 
lains, and Y Boors, with iiii teams. Here is a Mill; and two horse- 
loads of salt from Wich (belong to the Manor). There is a wood 
which will fatten 200 swine, and therein are iii hayes. In the 
whole Manor the (arable) land is enough for xix ox-teams. Of the 
said land of this Manor, Robert Yeci holds iii hides, and Walter i 
hide, of Radulf. In demesne they have ii teams, and vii Ser&; and 
there are iiii Villains, and iiii Boors, with i team only. The whole 
Manor in King Edward^s time was worth £8., and afterwards it was 
worth 60«. Now, that which Radulf (de Mortemer) holds is worth 
40«. That which his Knights hold is worth 88«.^ 

This is the fourth of Earl Morcar's Shropshire Manors which has 
come under notice. I have observed with regard to two Manors of 
his Brother Earl Edwin, that the salt-pits attached thereto naturally 
resulted from that EarFs interest in the Wiches of Cheshire and 
Worcestershire.* This will not apply to a Manor of Earl Morcar, 

perhap6 Brothen-in-law of the Patron. I " Tide supra, Vol. II, p. 174^ note 1, 
' Domesday, to. 256, b, 2. I and YoL III, p. 329. 
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who had no share^ or at least a very small one^ in these fViches. 
The annual quantity of salt therefore which was due to Cainham 
from one of the Wiches (of Worcestershire probably), was perhaps 
annexed to the Manor by the Norman Earl, or by Ralph de Morti- 
mer. I now proceed to speak of that moiety of Cainham which 
Ralph de Mortimer held in demesne at Domesday, The Wigmore 
Annalist, telling how Hugh de Mortimer founded and endowed that 
Abbey, places those events in 1179, and gives the Manor of Kay- 
ham as part of the said endowment.* The French Chronicle, on 
the accuracy of which I have learnt much rather to depend, couples 
this grant of Caynham with circumstances other than the founda- 
tion of Wigmore Abbey. — '' Hugh de Mortimer gave Caynham to 
the said Abbey with his body,'* and so in prospect of his own burial 
at Wigmore.* '' But a Lady,*' adds this Writer, " continued to hold 
the town of Snytton in the name of dower." Hugh de Mortimer 
lived to see the Abbey of Wigmore dedicated, which, if the date of 
foundation were 1179, will have been within two years after; for 
Mortimer died in 1181. On the day of Dedication he renewed and 
confirmed his grant of Caynham. Roger de Mortimer, his Successor, 
had no sooner come into possession than he challenged the title of 
Wigmore Abbey to Caynham, and otherwise oppressed the Canons. 
When the Lady, who held Snytton in dower, died, he at first al- 
lowed their title to that appurtenance of Caynham ; then he took 
it back again as a convenient halting-place in his journeys between 
Wigmore and Cleobury. It seems that on one of these journeys 
his wife, Isabel de Ferrars, was seized with sudden laboi^r at Snytton. 
The death of her infant, her own danger, and the plapa where this 
visitation overtook her, seem to have suggested to a pious and im- 
pressible mind some of those reflections which the Churchmen of 
that day never f$.iled to turn to account. — She had been visited not 
with the ordinary curse of Eve, but with a judgment on the sacri- 
lege of her husband. At her representation and prayer Mortimer 
restored the vill of Snytton to the Abbey, — to hojd freely with the 
Manor of Caynham for ever. 

The Inquest of Overs Hundred in 1255, says accordingly that the 
Abbot of Wyggimore holds iiii hides of land, in almoiguy of Sir 
Roger de Mortimer, in Kahiham, and does suit to Overs Hundred.^ 
John de Cainham, a Juror on this occasion, was probably the Abbot's 



ham was again Juror for Overs Hundre4 
at the Assizes of 1266. 



* MonasHcony VI, p. 349, a. 

* Wrights Ludlow, pp. 121, 126, 127. 

* Itot. Hundred. II, 74. Johi> de Keyn- 
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Tenant here^ and apparently of knightly rank. It is evident tliat 
Caynham^ thus described^ included Snitton^ and that the two con- 
stituted those four hides of the Manor which were Mortimer's 
demesne at Domesday, On the strength of Henry III^s Charter 
(granted Oct. 4, 1265), the Abbot of Wigmore withdrew the suit 
of Cainham from Overs Hundred. He also assumed the privileges 
of having a gallows and of assizing bread and beer in the Manor.^ 
In 1291 the Abbotts receipts from Kayham and Switian are re- 
turned as follows.— Rents, £16. A Mill, £1. 10. Pleas and Per- 
quisites, 13«. 4rf. Profits from a Coal-mine, 5*. Total, £18. 8*. id J 

In October 1302, William Beneth, Plaintiff in a Pine, acknow- 
ledges himself to have given a messuage and half virgate in Kayn- 
ham to Richard, son of William Beneth, and to Alice, daughter of 
Richard le Feure of Ashton. The latter, for themselves and the 
heirs of Richard son of William, regrant the premises to William 
Beneth, for life, at a rose^rent, and he performing all capital services. 
Remainder to Richard and Alice. This Fine is evidently in the 
nature of a marriage settlement.^ 

In October 1304, Hugh Body and Alianor^ his wife, Plaintiflb in 
a Fine, convey a messuage, 70 acres of land, 1 acre of meadow, and 
4 fu^res of wood in Caynham and Hopebagard to Philip, son of 
Roger Coterel of Ludlow, who in turn settles the premises on the 
Plaintiffs for their lives, with remainder to their son Hugh and 
Isabel his wife, and the heirs of their bodies, and in default of such 
heirs to the right heirs of Hugh son of Hugh.® 

In 1534-5 the Abbot of Wigmore returned his rents and ferms 
derived from Caynham and Sutton (read Snitton) at £37. Ss. 9rf. ; 
the ferms and rent of certain com (probably tithes) were £2. The 
Demesne lands, including two small rents, yielded £8. 78. 4rf. The 
Profits of the Court, from Fines, Heriots, Reliefe and amercements, 
were £3. 6s. 8d, The total Income from Caynham was therefore 
£50. 178. 9rf.® The Minister's Accounts, of 1539-40, give the rents 
md ferms of Caynham as £37. 6*. lid. The Perm of a MiU (13*.) ; 
a pension of £1. 13«. 4d., receivable from the Vicar, and the Per- 
quisites of Court, 6*. 8d., are the other items of this later valuation, 
which amounts altogether to £39. 19*. lid.; the demesne lands not 
being included and other items reduced.^® The Pension from the 
Vicar was perhaps a recent composition, in lieu of Rectorial Tithes. 



« Mot. Hundred, 11, 103. 

^ Pope Nich. Taxation^ p. 165. 

^ Pedes Finium, SO, 32 Edw. T, Salcp. 



9 ValarJSccle8iasiicuSyni,202, 203. 
w MotMslicon, Vol VI, 355, 
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The Advowson of this Church was probably involved in Morti- 
mer's gift of the Manor to Wigmore Abbey. 

In 1291 the Church of Kayham^ in the Deanery of Ludlow, is 
said to be the Abbot's, and his, the Rectorial, income therefrom 
to be £S. Gs, Sd. The Vicar's Portion, as it is called, was under 
£4}^ The Church of Bitterley had a pension from Kayham, and 
I doubt not that Eayham had been originally in Bitterley Parish,^* 
and that this pension was in lieu of any other acknowledgment of 
dependence on the Mother Church. 

In 1341 the Taxation of Caynham Church is quoted at 10 merks 
(£6, 13*. 4rf.), which included the Rector of Bitterley's portion of 
6*. 8^., and would seem to include the Vicarial portion and to make 
it £S, The Assessors of the Ninth taxed the Parish only £3. Os, Sd. 
Two virgates lay untilled therein : the hay-tithes and glebe were 
worth 20*., the offerings and small tithes were worth £3, 6*., and 
these, together with the Pension to Bitterley, though they swelled 
the Taxation, could not be calculated in ^timating the Ninth of 
wheat, wool and lamb.^* 

In 1534-5 the Rectorial income from Caynham seems to be in- 
cluded among the Temporalities of Wigmore Abbey, as above 
stated. Richard Pach, the Vicar, had glebe land worth £l.per 
annum, and £3. 9*. from tithes. The total of £4. 9*. was charged 
with 1*. for synodals, yearly.** 

EAB.LY INCUMBENTS. 

AcHELARD, Parson of Caynham, died in the time of Henry II ;^^ 
probably about the year 1179. The Rectory will then have been 
appropriated by the Canons of Wigmore, who presented all the 
under-mentioned Incumbents. These must therefore be classed as 

ViCAES. 

Sir John de Caynham, instituted Jan. 19, 1280. 
John de Stepleton, Priest, instituted Dec. 18, 1320. 
Sir John de Doriton, Priest, presented Aug. 16, 1349. 
Sir Roger de Costone, Priest, instituted May 3, 1353, 
Sir John Posselowe, instituted Feb. 17, 1370. 



u Pope Nick. TaasoHon, p. 166. 
^ Snitton, a member of Caynham ma- 
norially, i» to this day in Bitterley Faruh. 



^ Inquintianes Nonarum, p. 188. 
" Valor EccletiasticM, III, 201. 
>* WrighCs Ludlow, p. 120. 
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Sir William Bour^ institnted April 22, 1390, was Vicar here in 
1420. 

HOPE BAGKJOT. 

This was unquestionably a member of the Domesday Manor of 
Cainham, and part of the four hides not held by Mortimer in de- 
mesne. But whether Hope were part of Robert Veci's three hides, 
or identical with the one hide held by Walter, I cannot say. I rather 
suppose the latter. This vUl never passed to Wigmore Abbey as 
an appurtenance of Cainham, but was held under Mortimer as a 
distinct Manor, and by Feoffees whose name Bagard accounts for 
the distinctive title by which the place is now known. By a Fine 
levied in November 1240, Henry Faber of Rushbury, Plaintiff, re- 
nounces to Robert Baggard, Tenant, a noke and three acres in Hop, 
which he had previously claimed under Writ of Grand Assize. In 
return, Baggard conceded him the noke at a rent of 2s. and on con- 
dition that he should al his own cost furnish two men to assist in 
Baggard^s Autumn-harvest for one day yearly. By another cotem- 
porary Fine, Walter fitz Maurice, Tenant, renounces to John de 
Whytuiton,^* Plaintiff, half a virgate in Hope Bagard; whereof was 
Plea. In return John de Whytinton concedes the premises to the 
Recognizor, to hold under himself at 6«. rent, and by performance 
of all capital services. ^^And this concession,^' says the Record, " was 
made in the presence and by consent of Robert Bagard under whom 
Walter previously held.''^^ A Feodary drawn up at this very period 
gives Robert Bagard as holding half a knight's-fee in Hop under 
Ralph de Mortimer.^® Two nearly cotemporary Lists very errone- 
ously describe the Tenure as being under the Barony of William de 
Stutevill, f . e. of Richard's-Castle.^® At the Inquisition of Overs 
Hundred in 1255, Robert Baghard, of Hop (hitnself on the Jury), is 
said to hold one hide in Hope of Sir Roger de Mortimer, for half 
a Knight's-fee. He did Suit to the Hundred of Overs.^' Robert 
Bagard, of Hope, was on the Overs Jtuy at the Assizes of 1266, 

This was another of the Yills whose suit was withdrawn finom 
Overs Hundred by Mortimer, on the strength of his ofUmentioned 
Charter of 1266. The undated Inquest which I have before quoted 
values the suits of Court at 4*., and the Hundred-fee, thus lost, at 
M. per annum^ 



^ This John de Whytinton has oc- 
curred above, pp. 341, 342. 
»' Pedes Finiunh 26 Hem. Ill, Sal<ip. 



i» Teita de NwiU, pp. 46, 48^ 80« 
19 Uot, Bmtdred. 11, 74. 
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At the Afisizes of 1272 Roger Bagard was one oi the Jurors who 
represented the then independent Franchise of Cleobnry Mortimer. 

The Pleas of the Crown entered as pertaining to Overs Hundred 
on the Assize Boll of 1292^ show that in regard of some matters 
Hope Baggot was still reckoned in that Hundred : e.ff, A Deodand 
of 7s. is recorded as chargeable on two wheels and a mill-stone in 
the Mill of Hope ; the inner wheel having dragged down Valentine^ 
the Miller^ whereby he died. The Inquest taken after the death of 
Edmund de Mortimer^ in February 1305^ gives Robert Bagard as 
holding half a knightVfee in Hope Bagard under the deceased. 

THE CHAPEL. 

In 1291 the Chapel of Hopbagard^ in the Deanery of Ludlow^ 
being of less than j£4. annual value^ was charged with a Pension to 
Bitterley : evidently as the Mother Church.^ In 1341 the Assessors 
of the Ninth taxed the Parish only 20^.; not quoting any previous 
Church-Taa^ation, but stating the actual value of the Foundation 
of the Church to be 69. 8^. and the value of the small-tithes^ 
offerings^ and other profits to be 69. 8^. more.^^ In 1534-5 this 
Chapel is styled a Rectory, of which William Wyndell was Incum- 
bent. Its glebe was worth ISs. 4<f . per annum, its tithes £2. 6s. Sd. 
It paid 6d. for Synodals to the Bishop, yearly.^' 

EAJtLY INCUMBENTS. 

BooEE Bagart, Clerk, instituted Jime 15, 1288, on presentation 
of Robert, his Brother. 

Master Thomas dx la Hulle, instituted 21 July, 1341. — 
Patron, WiUiam de la HuUe.» 

Sib Roger de Bradeston, Chaplain, instituted on 19 Nov. 1355, 
on presentation of William Hulle, Lor4 of Hulle. 

Sir John Wbtbmore, Priest, instituted to this '^ Rectory^' 1st 
Sept., 1393. ^' Whytmere'^ resigned in 1397, having exchanged 
preferments with — 

Sir John Gryte, late Vicar of Llangadok (Landav. Dioc.), who 
is instituted here 24th May, 1397, on presentation of Johanna 
HuUe. '^ John Crit '' resigned in 1398, having exchanged prefer- 
ments with — 



^ Pope Nieh. Taxation, p. 175, b. 
^ InquitUiones Nonarumy p. 193. 
s Valor Boclesiatiumg, III, 801. 
» This Wmiain de la Hulle was, I sup- 



pose, son and heir of that William de la 
Hulle, Lord of Hiille (near Burford) who 
has ooourred to us above (p. 345) as liying 
in 1881. 
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Sir Nicholas Henrici db Eyton,** late Vicar of Rottdey** 
(Lichf. Dioc.)^ who was instituted here on 7 Dec. 1898^ at presen- 
tation of Johanna de la HuUe^ Lady of Hulle. 



HINTS. 

This place is parochiaUy a member of Corley, but there can be 
little question that at the time of Domesday it was manorially an 
appurtenance of Cainham ; — for Corley, as a Manor, maintained its 
Domesday hidage in 1255, without including Hints ; whilst Cainham 
at the same time, and even when reckoned to include Hope Bagard 
and Hints, was still two hides short of its Domesday complement. 

Three nearly cotemporary Lists of the Barony of Richard' s-Castie 
have often been quoted above as belonging to the year 12^.^ Each 
of them contains an entry, which, on examination, will be found re- 
ferable to Hints. One of these Lists has Roger de Foxcote and his 
Coparceners as holding half a fee in Hintes of William de Stutevill. 
The other two Lists indicate Foxcote as the locality of the same 
Tenure, which is a palpable error. Less apparent but not less real 
is the error of all three lists in making the Tenure to be under 
Stutevill. It was under Mortimer of Wigmore. The same mis- 
take occurring in the case of Hope Baggot induces the idea that 
it arose from Stutevill being Lord of Overs Hundred. The Overs 
Inquisition of 1255 both explains and corrects these earlier state- 
ments. Then the three Coparceners in Hintes were Roger de Fox- 
cote, Nicholas de Hintes, and the Infant Heir of William de Hintes. 
The latter was in custody of John de Lectone. The whole Manor 
was estimated as one hide, held of Sir Roger de Mortimer for half a 
knightVfee and doing suit to Overs Hundred.^ We have already 
heard of Roger de Foxcote,^ and of Nicholas de Hintes, — of the 
latter as Tenant of a hide in Corley.^ In Easter Term 1260 
Nicholas de Hintes was dead, and Felicia his Widow was suing his 
Undertenants or Feoffees for various parcels of dower. She sued 
Dionysia de Hintes (probably daughter of the deceased) for a third 
of a messuage and carucate in Hintes; she sued one John fitz Alan 
for a third of a carucate, and William Gunny for a third of S acres 
in Comlegh ; also she sued Ralph Tette and Richard the Carter, each 



^ That is, I BUppose, Nicholas, son of 
Hemy de Eyton. 

» "Quiero Bottdey," says Mr. Blake- 
way. 

» Testa de NevUl, pp. 45, 48, 60. 



V Mot Hundred, II, 74. Nicholas de 
Hintes was one of the Jury which made 
this return. His name is wzittea or tran- 
scribed as Byntos, 

» Supra, pp. 257, 367. 
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for a third of half a vii^te in Upmaneton (a place near Bitterley) ; 
also Walter de Pedwardine^ for a third of a virgate and half in Walle- 
ford^ and John de Lingeyn and others^ for yarious thirds in the same. 
All these parcels were seized into the King's hand^ and the cause 
adjoumed.^^ Nicholas de Hints was generally succeeded by his son^ 
another Nicholas, who has occurred to us under Corley, in 1268. 
Hints, after the Battle of Evesham, was withdrawn by Mortimer 
from Overs Hundred. The Suits and appearances thus lost were 
valued at 4*. per annum. The Hundred-fee paid by the vill had 
been \s. At the Assizes of 1272 Nicholas de Hintes was one of the 
Jurors for the Franchise of Cleobury. In 1805 the Inquest aft«r 
the death of Edmund de Mortimer gives John de Hintes as holding 
half a fee in Hintes and Opemonekete. 

Hill Uppencott or Luppencott is in Bitterley Parish, but must 
be taken to have been another of the Domesday members of Cain- 
ham. It is the place already alluded to twice as Upmaneton and 
Opemonekete. I have nothing further to say of it. A glance at 
the Map will show the extent of the district which lay between 
Cainham, Hope Baggot, Corley and HiU Uppencott. This then was 
the territory which formed the bulk of the eight hides assigned by 
Domesday to Caynham, and the subsequent estimates (which men- 
tion only six hides in Cainham, Corley, and Hope Baggot) must be 
taken to include the same territory as Domesday, rating it, as usual, 
at a lower hidage. 



3BttterUp« 



This Manor was the only one which Roger de Lacy had in Overs 
Hundred. He held it of the Earl at Domesday. — " The same Roger 
holds ButerUe. Groduin held it (in Saxon times) and was a free 
man. Here are iii hides gddable. In demesne there is i ox-team, 
and there are iiii teams among the Serfs, male and female.^ There 
is a Church, a Priest, vi Villains, and i Boor, with iii teams; and 
yet there might be iii other teams here. Here are ii Hayes. In 



» PlacUa, Fasch. Term, 44 Hen. Ill, 
m. 32 dorao. 

* Et im (caruca) inter servos et an- 



oiUas ; — an indication that the female 
Seris worked at the plough. 
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King Edward's time the Manor was worth 60s, per annum, and altet- 
wards it was waste, now it is worth 40«.' 

A family named Esketot or Scotot held three Enights'-fees of 
old feoffment in Lacy's Herefordshire Barony. In 1165 the repre- 
sentative of this family was Bichard de Esketot ;' bat one Boger de 
Esketot^ probably a Cadet of the House, had since the death of 
Henry I (1135) been enfeoffed by Lacy in a Enight's-fee and ac- 
cordingly the Becord of 1165 enters him as holding the same by new 
feoffments This Fee was undoubtedly Bitterley; and we find this 
identical Boger de Scotot granting 49. rent out of his Mill of But- 
terleg to Haughmond Abbey. His grant was attested by Nicholas 
de Hu^eford and Ivo the Priest. Hugh de Lacy, as Seigneural Lord, 
confirmed this grant ; William, son of William fitz Alan, attesting.^ 
The names thus combined in this transaction indicate that it took 
place between 1173 and 1177. The Successor of Boger de Esketot 
was Hugh de Esketot, who in 1187 having failed to produce before 
the Justices-in-Eyre some woman, who had apparently been asso- 
ciated with Money-forgers, was amerced in the heavy penalty of 15 
merks.* In 1192, £7. 12«. 6d. of this debt being still due, the charge 
was transferred from the Shropshire to the Herefordshire Pipe-BoU.^ 
In Easter Term 1200, Hugh de Asketot was one of twelve knights 
chosen to try a cause of Grand Assize, which I have mentioned 
under Nordley B^s.^ Within the next ten years, as I conjec- 
ture, Hugh de Esketot was succeeded by his sou Boger ; for the 
latter, calling himself " Boger de Scotud son of Hugh de Scotud,'' 
confirms the grant of 48. rent, which his Ancestors had made to 
Haughmond Abbey.* The witnesses of this are Osbert Parson of 
Diddlebury, Boger Parson of Butterley, and Osbem fitz William of 
Diddlebury ; names which allow of a much later date than that which 
I assign to this Deed, and by inference to Boger de Esketofs suc- 
cession. However, the first and third witnesses appear together in 
another document as early as 1212, and I am much mistaken if 
Boger de Scotud was not the person who before 1221 was usually 
known as Boger de Bitterley. I have already noticed the interest 
which this Boger de Bitterley had acquired in the Fief of Fitz Odo 
before 1221.^^ I think that it came either through his wife or mo- 

' Domesday ^ fo. 266, b. 1. I leyjuxta Ludlow. 

* Bichard de Esketot occurs again in ^'^ Sot Pip. 88 Hen. II, Salop, and 



1187 as Lacy's Herefordshire Feoffee (Mot. 
JPip, 83 Hen. 11, Heref.) 

* Liher I^er, 1, 158, 154. 

* Sauglimond Chartmlafy : TU. Butter- 



4 Bic. I, Herefordshire, 
» Supra, Vol. Ill, p. 157. 
' ChartuUunfy ut supra, 
w Supra, p. 96. 
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ther, being a Fitz Odo ; but I have no specific evidence on the point. 
Roger de Bitterley was succeeded by Stephen de Bitterley^ who in 
the Feodary of 1240 holds one knight's-fee in Buterleg of Walter 
de Lacy.^^ I think this Stephen de Bitterley was the same with 
Stephen de Sootot who in May 1246 occurs as a Juror in a Went- 
nor Inquisition.^^ In November 1248 Stephen de Buterlegh^ De- 
forciant, conceded to Walter de Huggeford^ Plaintiff^ a right of 
common-pasture in Nethcr-butterleg, viz. for 16 oxen^ 7 cows^ and 
1 bull. Stephen retained his right of making assarts, and Walter 
renounced all claim of common-pasture in Stephen's demesne Jands.^'^ 
In 1251 Stephen de Buterleg fines 1 merk pro habendo pone; — 
that is, I suppose^ to change the jurisdiction of some lawsuit from 
the County to Westminster ; for in Michaelmas Term of the same 
year Walter de Huggeford appeared against him at Westminster to 
compel him to abide by the Fine already quoted.^^ Stephen how- 
ever did not appear^ and the Sheriff was ordered to compel his at- 
tendance in Easter Term by distraint. At the Inquest of Overs 
Hundred in 1255 Sir Stephen de Buterleg was Foreman of the Jury. 
'^ He held three hides in Bitterley of Dame Margery de Lacy^ by 
service of one Knight^ and did suit to Overs Hundred."^^ The Sei- 
gneury of this Manor was^ at the time^ part of the dower of Walter 
de Lacy's Widow. Stephen de Buterle was again Foreman of the 
Overs Jury at the Assizes of 1256. In August 1260 and in Fe- 
bruary 1263 I find him addressed as the King's Escheator in Shrop- 
shire. In 1266^ when Eling Henry III was before Kenilworth, he 
granted to this Stephen de Buterlegh a license to hunt in all the 
Forests of Shropshire. This was allowed at the instance of Peter 
de Nevill.^® On January 28, 1268, Stephen de Buterleg was ex- 
empted by Patent firom serving on any Jury, Assize, Recognition, 
etc. This was at instance of Roger de Mortimer. I have already 
quoted the Fine by which in June 1274 Stephen de Boterley Senior 
settled Rushbury on himself and his wife Alice for their lives, and 
with remainder to his Son Stephcn.^^ The settlement of Bitterley 
was precisely the same, except as regarded a messuage and a carucate 
of land there, which went at once to Stephen de Boterleye, Junior, 
being described as the "messuage and cflnk?a/e which Matilda, Widow 



" Te9ta de Nevill, p. 45. 

^ Inquiniions, 30 Hen. Ill, No. 24. 

^ Pedes Mnium, 33 lien. III. 

» Placita, Midi. Terra, 35 Ilcn. Ill, in. 



35 dorso. 

« Sot. Hundred. II, 74. 

»« Forest Rolls, Salop, No. VI. 

'■ Supra, p. 97. 
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of Roger de Scotot sometime held." An Inquest taken on No- 
vember 11, 1274, gives Sir Stephen de Buterleg as holding li fees 
(Bittcrley and Rushbury) in the Barony of John de Verdon de- 
ceased (one of Lacy's Coheirs) ?^ What became of Stephen de Bit- 
terlcy, Junior, I cannot declare, nor how he was related to Roger 
de Bitterley, who before October 1283 had succeeded to Rushbuiy 
and Bitterley. In 1284 this Roger is entered as holding Buterleyc 
of Theobald de Verdon for a knight^s-fee,^® and the same year he 
had a grant of Free- Warren hcre.^° At the Assizes of 1292 Roger 
dc Butterlc was on the Overs Jury. So also was he a Juror on 
the Great Perambulation of the Shropshire Forests in June 1300. 
In Trinity Term 1306 Stephen son of Stephen de Buterleye with 
Agnes his wife are Complainants in a Fine whereby they convey 
the Manor and Advowson of Buterleye to John de Bromfeld, who 
in turn settles the same on the Complainants and on the heirs 
of Stephen's body, at a nominal rent payable to said John, and 
the Complainants performing all capital services. — ^After deaths of 
Stephen and Agnes and in default of heirs of Stephen's body, re- 
mainder to John de Bromfeld and his heirs, — ^to hold of the Lords 
of the Fee. 

In March 1316 Stephen de Butterley was certified as Lord of the 
Vill of Bitterley,-^ and the Inquest, taken in March 1317, after the 
death of Theobald de Verdon, says that Stephen de Butterleye held 
a knight's-fee in Buterleye on the day of that Baron's death.-^ The 
Manor was valued at c€10. per annum. A few years later and we 
have both Stephen and Roger de Buterley, men-at-arms, summoned 
from Shropshire to attend a Council at Westminster, on May 30, 
1324.23 

Of Undertenants in Bitterley I only notice the following. — In 
1256 Margery widow of Richard Landien, having taken out a 
Writ of Dower against Richard le Franceys for her share in a tene- 
ment here, withdrew the Suit. Her Sureties were Nicholas de 
Estham and W^ill Ketercl of Weston.^* 

On Oct. 24, 1256, Henry Owen has a Writ of novel duseizin 
against Stephen de Buterleg and Alice his wife concerning a tene- 
ment in Essebach (Asbach). 



"* InquusitioM^ 2 Edw. I, No. 34. 

'^ Kirhtf*s Quest. 

» Hot. ChaH. 12 Edw. I. 

=' PnrliatM'niarif WriU, IV, 399. 

- hiqviftitwnfi^ 10 Edw. II, No. 71. 



» Par/4am«i/aryjrnfe,in,648.— Thw 
Roger de Buterley was Lord of Afibach. 
n Member of Bitterley. He has ocminvd 
to uj> before in 1318-9 (supra, p. 100). 

^ Axnzex^ 40 Hen. Ill, ni. 6 dor»o. 
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CHURCH AND PARISH OF BITTERLEY. 

Here was a Church at Domesday and a Priest. The former was 
doubtless one of those Saxon Foundations whose extensive Parishes 
we can partly identify by existing evidences, but which probably in- 
volved much more than can now be determined. The present Pa- 
rish of Bitterley comprises Cleeton, Henley, Middleton, and Snitton. 
The Saxon Parish surely included Cainham and Hope Baggot ; pro- 
bably Upper Ledwych and Silvington. I have noticed under Stock- 
ton and Rushbury how the Churches of Lacy^s Shropshire Fief were 
usually charged with pensions to St. Guthlac's Priory at Hereford, 
and given the probable reasons for that fact.^^ Bitterley, as we 
shall see, was no exception to the rule. On April 25, 1290, Bishop 
Swinfield visiting his Diocese, was at Bitterley, and was entertained 
by the Rector, who considered such Procuration a gratuity and 
not d due.^* In 1291 the Church of Buterleye in the Deanery of 
Ludlowe was returned as worth jE21. 6s. Sd. per annum; but this 
included two pensions, one from Cainham, known to have been 
Gs, Sd,, and one from Hope Bagard. Over and above this the Prior 
of Hereford had a Portion of £l, 10s, in Buterleye Church.-^ In 
13 Al the Assessors of the Ninth rightly quoted the Church-Ta^xation 
of Butterley as £22. 16«. 8rf. They charged the Parish ^£9. 7s, M. to 
the current tax, 9«. of which was apportioned on the temporalities 
of the Abbot of Wigmore within the Parish (at Snitton I suppose). 
The general reasons for reduction from the standard fixed by the 
Taxation were, — that four \irgates in the Parish lay fallow ; the site 
of the Church, with its rents and lands annexed, was worth .€5., the 
hay-tithes were worth £2., the small tithes, offerings, and other 
profits of the Church, having no relation to the Ninth, were worth 
^5. Thus a sum of £\2, went to swell the Church-Taxation^ which 
could not be accounted of in estimating the Ninth of Wheat, Wool, 
and Lamb.2® In 1534-5 the gross value of this Rectory, then held 
by Richard Bluntston, was £22. Ws, 8^., viz. £3. 0*. M, from glebe 
and £19. Ws, from Tithes. The charges thereon were the Prior of 
St. Guthlac's pension of 30*.,^* a pension of £1. 3^. 4rf. payable 



2* Vol. II, p. 147. Vol. IV, p. 104. 
» Household Moll, pp. 78 and 187. 
^ Fope Nick. Taxation, p. 166, b. 
^ Inqvia. Nonarwny p. 188. 
» Vido Monasticon, III, 626, b, where 
the Prior of St. Guthlac's coteiniK)rary 



return acknowledges this pension among 
the assets of his IIousc. It seems after 
the Dissolution to have been sold by the 
Crown, together with other possessions of 
the kte Monastery (Ibidem, p. 6:i4, a). 
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to the Prior of Wenlock for Middle Higford, a sum of 14». 4d. 
for Archdeacon's Procurations and Synodals^ and 17«. 9d., the 
annual proportion of a threefold sum payable at the Bishop's 
triennial Visitation.^ The net value of the Living was therefore 
€18. 6*. 3rf. 

EARLY INCUMBENTS. 

BoQER, Parson of Butterley, has occurred above, about 1200- 
1210.»i 

Sir Symon, Rector of Bitterley and Rushbury, had a year's 
license for study in 1278.** He occurs in 1294 as Sir Simon de 
Buterlee. 

Reginald de Bbomfeld was instituted to Bitterly January 12, 
1315, on presentation of Stephen de Buterle. 

Richard Dobyn, Acolyte, was instituted March 6, 1316, on pre- 
sentation of the same. He has a license for non-residence in the 
same year. As Richard Parson of Buterley he occurs in 1322.® I 
cannot say whether — 

Robert Dobyn, Parson of Bitterley, named in a Patent of 2 
Edw. Ill (1328-9), is to be reckoned as another Incumbent, or 
whether there has been some error of transcription. 

John, Rector of Bitterley, who in 1346 has a two-years' license 
for non-residence, is probably the same with— 

John de Bitterley, who being dead in 1375, — 

Sir Edward Hopton, Chaplain, was instituted on October 8 of 
that year. — Patron Sir Hugh Cheyne, Knight. This Rector occurs 
herein 1397, 1408, and 1420. 



€lttton. 



Cleeton, so called from its proximity to the Titterstone Clee Hill, 
is not mentioned in Domesday. It is however very difficult to say 
in what Domesday Manor it was involved. Bitterley and Silving- 

•0 ralor Ecclenoiticwi, III, 200. 1 *^ Vide supra, p. 105. 

■»» Viile Hupra, p. 3(58. ' ^3 ParUtmentary Wriis, IV, 626. 
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ton^ the two Manors most likely to have involved Cleeton^ main- 
tained their Domesday hidage in 1255 independently of Cleeton. 

Cleeton then possibly was an independent Manor at the time of 
Domesday y and was accidentally omitted in that Survey.^ Certainly 
it was a Manor-Sole in the thirteenth Century^ and as snch I must 
speak of it somewhere in Overs Hundred. I prefer to speak of it 
here because j9arocAia//y it is a member of Bitterley. 

I am not aware of any Record of the thirteenth Century which 
intimates who were the Seignoral Lords of Cleeton, but that the 
Ledwiches, who held it over the Tenants-in-fee, held it immediately 
of the Crown I cannot for a moment suppose. Of these Ledwiches 
I have spoken already under Budge and Abdon,^ and shall have to 
say more under Upper Ledwich, the place from which they took 
their name. In 1253 the second Geoffirey de Ledwich being dead, 
his widow Agnes, on October 8, fines one merk for a Writ of novel 
disseizin to be heard by Nicholas de Turn, a Justiciar of that period. 
We know from the Patent ordering the Trial that she proposed to 
sue G^ffirey de Ledwich (her son or stepson) for a tenement in 
Ledwich.^ 

Previous to this, viz. in Trinity Term 1253, this same Agnes had 
been suing two Undertenants at Cleton for her dower there. These 
Undertenants were William de Ledewyz, who apparently held the 
whole Manor except two virgates and a noke, and Thomas de Lede- 
wyz, who held 1^ virgates and 6 acres. With respect to the thirdB 
of these tenements thus claimed by Agnes, the two Undertenants 
aforesaid sued their superior Lord, GeofBrey de Ledewyz (III), to 
appear in warranty,^ but the cause was adjourned, and I hear no 
more of it. About this time a fifth Litigant appears in this same 
family; for a Patent of 1253 appoints Gilbert de Preston to hold 
trial of a suit (jwrata) which Roger de Ledwic had against William 
de Ledwic for a tenement in Cleton.^ 

In 1255 William de Cletone (identical I doubt not with the last- 



1 It 18 on the other hand posaible, I 
think, that Cleeton waa a member of Gain- 
ham at D<me9day ; but the evidenoe that 
it was 80 is very slight 

2 Supra, VoL III, p. 205, and Vol. IV, 
p. 129. 

3 Jinet , II, 272. PateiU, 27 Hen. HI, 
dorso. 

4 PlacUa, Trin. Term, 37 Hen. HI, m. 
15 dorso. 



* Patent, 37 Hen. HI, dorto.— The 
Pipe-Boll of 88 Hen. Ill records rariouB 
debts due firom the Ledwiches with re- 
ference to their recent disputes ; e. g. : — 
Vicecome* r. c. de 40*. de Rogero de Lede* 
«nc et eocmpro habendd otHnctd, JSt de 
I marc* de Agnete de Ledetmcpro habendie 
catallie, JSt del marc de Agnete de Le* 
deunc pro habendd cueud. St del mare de 
Thoma de Ledewic pro habendd aseitd. 
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named William de Ledwich) is entered as holding one hide in Cle- 
tone under G^flfrey de Ledwich, to whom he paid a rent of 2s, per 
annum. He also did Suit to Overs Hundred.^ 

At the Assizes of 1256 a cause was tried which shows us some- 
thing more of the relations of these Ledwiches. One Geoffrey de 
Stratton^ claiming to be son and heir of Isabel de Ledewych de- 
ceased, sued William de Ledewych as holding half a vii^ate in Cle- 
ton of which he (Geoffirey) alleged his mother to have died seized. 
William de Ledewych replied that Isabel had had an elder son Ri- 
chard, who on Isabel's death came before Robert de Lexinton (his 
eyre was in 1240) and sued one Geoflfrey de Ledewyz under writ of 
mart d'ancestre for this very half-vii^ate, and that he (Richard) then 
recovered the same, but had since enfeoffed Roger de Ledewyz 
therein^ and that Roger had in turn enfeoffed William the present 
Defendant. William thus gained the cause, in the progress of which 
Roger de Ledewyz is called his Uncle, and Geoffrey de Ledewyz 
of 1240 his Father.7 In 1257 I find William de Ledewich fining 
half a merk for a writ of Pone. In 1259 under the name of William 
de Cleton he appears as a Juror on the Inquest after the death of 
William de Stutevill. At the Overs Inquisition of 1274 Robert 
Clerk of Cleton was on the Jury. At the Assizes of 1292 John de 
Cleatun occupied a similar position. The Feodary of March 1316 
gives John de Cluton as Lord of the Vill of Cluton.^ Doubtless the 
Lords of Upper Ledwich still retained their Mesne interest here. 



Jj^enlep* 



This, the only Manor in Overs Hundred held by llainald the 
Sheriff, is thus described in Domesday : — " The same llainald holds 
Ilanclcu (of the Earl), and Roger holds it of llainald. Elmuiid 
held it (in Saxon times) and was free together with this laud. Here 



• Rot. Hundred. II, 74. 

^ Assizes, 40 Hen. Ill, m. 3 «f-or*o. — 
On referring to the Fines levied on Robert 
de Lexinton's Iter in 1240 I do not meet 
with the one above quoted, but, singularly 
enough, another Fine appears whereby 



the same Richard de Stratton suing one 
Robert Marescall for another half-vii^t^ 
in Cleoton, recovers the same under suit 
of 9nart fVancestre, and then concedes it 
in foe to the Htcojnizor, at a rent of 4*. 
" Parliamentary Writs, IV, 399. 
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is I hide geldable. In demesne is half an ox-team^ and (there are) 
iiii (teams) among the Serfs^ male and female ; and there are ii 
Villains and i Boor with i team. Here is a Mill of 48. (annual 
value). The old and present value of the Manor was and is 128,''^ 
Roger, who thus held Henley under Bainald, may possibly have 
been Ancestor of the Clintons, the subsequent Tenants of this 
Manor, under Pitz Alan. The first Clinton of whom I hear is 
Hugh de Clinton, who in 1165 held a Muntator^8 fee (Henley no 
doubt) in the Barony of William fitz Alan.^ It was a fee of old 
feoffment ; that is, Hugh's ancestors had held it before the death of 
Henry I. In 1166 I find Hugh de Clinton amerced 20 merks for 
having renounced a Duel, the caiise of which was some evil word 
spoken against the King/ but whether by Hugh or his proposed 
Antagonist does not tfppear. Coincidently Hugh de Clinton was 
amerced one merk by Alan de Nevill, Justice of the Forest.'^ After 
the Liber Niger was drawn up, there was an intermarriage between 
the families of Lacy and Fitz Alan, and a transfer of some Lacy 
fees to the latter Barony. How far the marriage and the transfer 
were connected as cause and effect does not appear, but the transfer 
was not all one way. Henley at least left the Seigneury of Fitz 
Alan and passed to the Honour of Lacy, probably because its pro- 
pinquity to Ludlow was advantageous to the latter. In 1194 Hugh 
de CUuton was dead, and Ivo de Clinton, probably his son, was Lord 
of Henley and of Clee Stanton, the latter of which he held under 
Wenlock Priory. In December 1194, MabUia de Hennele, perhaps 
the widow of Hugh de Clinton, had a suit of dower against Ivo de 
Clinton, in which she e88oigned herself by William Geraii.* Ivo 
de Clinton was deceased before 1208, leaving Hugh, his son and 
heir, in minority, with other issue, by Isabel his surviving wife, who 
was Sister of that William de Burley, and niece of that Helias de 
Hugley, whom I have mentioned under Higley.^ The next of this 
family whom I shall notice is Philip de Clinton, who in 1240 held 
Henle or Henneleg by half a knight*s-fee, but held it not under 
Fitz Alan, but under Walter de Lacy.® A further result of this 
change of Seigneury was that Henley became separated from Overs 
Hundred. The Inquest of the Manor of Ludlow, taken in 1255, 



' Domesday ^ fo. 255, a, 1. 

- lAber Niger^ I, 144. 

3 Rot. Pip, 12 Hen. II, Saf4>p. Bugo 
de Clinton reddit compotum de xx marc, 
pro duello quod reliquit de maledicfo de 



Sege. 

* Rot. Curia Regis, I, 136. 

* Supra, p. 261. 

•* Testa de Netilly p. 50. 
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speaks of half a knight's-fee held by Philip de Henneleg as per- 
taining to Ludlow Castle.^ I suppose that it was this annexation 
which exempted Henley from the jurisdiction of any other Hundred. 
It was in fact a member of the Liberty of Ludlow. Philip de 
Henley thus spoken of was doubtless identical with Philip de Clin- 
ton, the cotemporary Tenant of Clee Stanton under Wenlock Priory. 
The Inquest taken in November 1274, after the death of John de 
Verdun, gives Philip de Clinton as his Tenant of half a knight's- 
fee.^ In 1284 Henley would seem to have been annexed to Muns- 
low Hundred ; for under the Tenures of that Hundred, Ivo de Clin- 
ton is entered as holding the vill of Henneleg for half a knight's- 
fee under Theobald de Verdon.® Ivo de Clinton in 1292 was one 
of the Jurors who tried so many Pleas of Quo WaratUo between 
the Crown and its Shropshire Lieges. In 1300 he was a Juror on 
the great Perambulation of the Shropshire Forests. I shall have 
more to say of this family under Clee Stanton, and only add here 
that in March 1317 the Inquest after the death of Theobald de 
Verdon (II) gives Roger de Welyngton as Tenant of half a fee in 
Henneleye of the annual value of 40^., and held under the deceased 
Baron.i<> 

Of Undertenants in Henley, I can only instance Walter de 
Buterley, sued in August 1257 for a Tenement here by Amicia, 
daughter of Hugh de Scotod under Writ of novel disseizin. On 
May 80, 1261, Amice fitz Hugh has a similar writ against the same 
Walter. At the Assizes of September 1272, one William de Hanleg 
was Bailiff of Overs Himdred. The Hundred-Roll of 1274 calls 
him and Richard de Haunleye, Beadles of Overs Hundred under 
Hugh de Mortimer's Shrievalty (March 1271 — January 1273), and 
alleges against them both an act of extortion, viz. that they todi 
half a merk from the viU of Neen Sollers for non-attendance at 
the Gaol-delivery of Brug. Also William de Hanleye and another 
had appropriated 2s, 8rf., the value of the Chattels of two Welsh 
Robbers who had been hanged, which money was the King's." 



7 Bot. mmdred. II, 69, 80. 

» Inquisitions, 2 Edw. I, No. 34. 

> Kirtnf's Quest. 
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Among the possessions of the Church of St. Mary {Quod tenet 
Ecclesia Sancta Maria) Domesday says that — 

**Tke same Church held (in Saxon times) and still holds half a 
hide in Ovret Hundred. It was waste and so remains."^ 

The HistorianB of ShrewBbury, peroeiTiiig that Dometdajf oonfuaes the Church of 
St. Mary at ShiewBbury with that of St. Mary of Bromfield, account for the error of 
the Becord in a moet satisfiictory way. — ** Domudajf^ they observe, " was put to* 
gcther in London from loose notes collected in the Country : and it is highly probable 
that the Officers of the Bxchequer finding two sets of entries of a Church of St. Mary 
in Shropshire, erroneously classed them together."* The same Writers seem to me 
not to hare made the most of their discoyery when they assign St. Maiy's half-hide in 
Orers Hundred to St. Mary's of Shrewsbury : but of that presently. I would hero re* 
mark how Dometdojf, that unriralled Becord of fhcts, is instructive even in its omis- 
sions. The Officers of the Bxchequer unhesitatingly adopted a classification which 
took it for granted that more than one great Church dedicated to St. Maiy was not to 
be reckoned on in a single Country. We have in this an illustration of the fact that 
the Dawtudag^ Chvrohes of Shropshire were very few in number. 

The toasted half-hide which belonged to St. Mary^s Churchy in 
Overs Hundred^ was very naturally without a name at the time of 
Domesday. Afterwards it was called Priest^Ledwich, and was a 
well-known possession of the great Saxon Church of St. Mary's of 
Bromfield. King Henry II, probably in the very first year of his 
reign^ expedited a Charter of Confirmation to the Church in ques- 
tion. Among the possessions which the Canons enjoyed in the time 
of King Henry I^ and which his Grandson enumerates and confirms, 
that of Lethewic is the one which I here notice.^ A century later 
and Presteledewych was reputed to be a whole hide instead of the 
half-hide which we should have expected. The Inquest of Overs 
Hundred, taken in 1256, stated that the Prior of Bromfield held 
this hide of the King. He did no siiit to Overs Hundred ; the Jury 
knew not by what warrant, but added that the Canons had a suffi- 
cient charter of acquittance.^ Roger de Ledewych, one of these 
Jurors, and apparently a Knight, was not, I think, the Prior's 
Tenant, but a Cadet of that fieunily of Ledwiches which held Clee- 

> Doms$d4^y fo. 252, b, 2. I * Monagticon, YoL lY, 155. 

s SiH. of Shreunhuryt II, 803, note 1. I * Mot, Hundred, II, 74, 108. 
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ton^ in this Hundred. The Overs Jurors of 1274 said that the Prior 
of Bromfield had^ in the time of Henry III^ withdrawn the SuUs of 
Ledewich and such other customs as he had been used to do to their 
Hundred.'' When this withdrawal was first disallowed I cazmot 
say ; but the result is that Lower Ledwich^ instead of having been 
restored to Overs Hundred^ was ann^^ed to Munslow^ where it still 
remains. The Valor of 1534-5 places Leddwiche in the Parish of 
Bromfield^ and gives £4. as its annual value^ in rents paid to the 
Prior. The Ferm of the com and hay tithes of Ledewich, Seete 
(Sheet), and Stevinton, also receivable by the Prior, was £S. 10».* 
Lower Ledwich is now in Ludford Parish. I conceive that Lnd- 
ford and all its present members (Lower Ledwich, Sheet, and Ste- 
vinton) were in Saxon times in the Parish of Bromfield. 



^t. iiemise's iKlanor, now ^tlbtngton. 



Here is another Manor described in Domesday only by its extent 
and Tenure ; — yet its situation and subsequent name are to be far 
more certainly identified than is the case with many Manors of which 
Domesday gives both the names and the fullest particulars. Under 
the title of Terra Sancti Remigii, and with the marginal affix of 
''/n Ovret Hundred/' Domesday says as follows : — ^* The Church of 
Saint Remigius held (in Saxon times) and holds of the King one 
Manor of one hide, and here there were and are ii ox-teams. Its 
former and present value was and is 10s. Sd/'^ 

The great Benedictine Abbey of St. Bemigius at Bheims had four 
other Manors or Estates in England at the time of Domesday. That 
Survey places two of them, Mepford and Bideware, in Staffordshire^ 
and says that Earl Algar gave them to St. Bemigius.^ The oih&t 
two (Lepelie and Mersetone) Domesday, for some cause or. other, 
places in Northamptonshire, retaining however the name of their 
Hundred as Codwestan? And in Cuddleston Hundred, Stafford- 
shire, one, if not both of these Manors, was undoubtedly situated. 



s Rot. Hundred. II, 74, 103. 
^ Monasticon, IV, IV3. 
^ Domesday, fo. 252, a, 2. 



3 Domesday, fo. 247, b, 1. 
3 VomesdiMff, fo. 222, b, 2. 
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This was Lapley^ long time a Cell of St. Bemige's Abbey^ and the 
head of its English possessions. Lapley was a gift by Earl Algar 
to the Foreign House, though of that fact Domesday does not in- 
form us. If we are to suppose that Silvington also was given to 
St. Remigius by Earl Algar, it will probably have been at some un- 
recorded period a member of Cainham. 

We are now to inquire the cause and the circumstances of the 
favour shown to a French Monastery by Algar, Earl of Mercia. The 
story is that Aldred, Archbishop of York, going on a mission to 
Rome, took with him many noble Englishmen, and among the rest, 
Burchard, a promising youth, the Son of Algar, Earl of Mercia. 

The Archbishop, returning by way of Rheims, this illustrious 
youth was there seized with mortal sickness, but before his death he 
requested that he might be buried in the Abbey of St. Remigius, 
promising in return that certain mils and farms of his inheritance 
should be given to that House. Earl Algar, with consent of Edward 
the Confessor, is said to have fulfilled his djring son^s promise. 

There can be little doubt that this story contains the substantive 
cause of St. Remige's English endowments. Archbishop Aldred^s 
embassy to Rome indeed was early in 1061, and the death of Earl 
Algar, if correctly placed in 1059, would suggest some doubt as to 
the particulars being true, but I find that a much later date is as- 
signed by some authorities for Earl Algar^s death, viz. 1063,* which 
will not be inconsistent with the above narrative. The Monks of 
Rheims preserved a Charter purporting to be Earl Algar's grant 
of Lapley.^ I see no reason to suspect the document. It is in 
perfect consistency with the story above related, and is attested 
among others by Gisa Prasul, which proves it, if genuine, to have 
passed in or after 1161 ; for Gisa, Bishop of Wells, was consecrated 
to that See at Rome in April 1161, being, in fact, one of Arch- 
bishop Aldred^s companions. 

Henry I, I think soon after the banishment of Earl Robert de 
Belesme, addresses Richard de Belmi (Belmeis) and Fulqueius 
Sheriff, and all his Barons of Shropshire. He commands that the 
Monks of St. Remigius be allowed to hold the land which they 
have in Shropshire as quietly as they held it in the time of William 
I and William II. If any one injure the Monks, the said Officers 



< I have already (Vol. Ill, p. 63, note 8) 
placed Earl Algar^s death in 1059. I had 
Dugdale'B authority for this; but the 
statement which dates his death in the 



same year with that of Gniffyth Prinoe of 
Wales (1063) is perhaps the true one. ' 
« MonaHieon, VII, p. 10*2, No. i. 
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are to do them full justice. This Deed is attested by '^ Waldric^ a 
Chaplain^ at Westminster in Council/' and must have passed in 
December 1102.« 

We have another Charter of King Henry I, addressed to Ilob«*t^ 
Bishop of Chester^ Nicholas, Sheriff of Staffordshire^ and Bichard 
de Bdmeis^ Sheriff of Shropshire. It forbids these persons from 
summoning the Monks of St. Bemigius at Rheims to attend Hun- 
dred or County Courts^ but it allows them to send their BailifSs or 
one of their Tenants. It is tested by Henry, Earl of Warwick, at 
Waltham, and must have passed between 1102 and 1108.^ As yet 
therefore St. Bemige's estate in Shropshire has been distinguished 
by no specific name. We find it however called Silvintone before 
the year 1118. The Monks of Rheims preserved a most curious 
document, whereby Azmar® their Abbot, by advice of Bobert, Bi- 
shop of Coventry, concedes to Aluric, a Clerk, the viU of Silvintone 
for 40^., to be paid on the feast of St. Martin (November 11th). 
The Tenant is to do homage by oath. His wife Edith and his sons 
and daughters shall also do homage to St. Bemigius and the Monks, 
and serve them as free men, i. e. not as Villains. If Aluric die 
and his wife survive, 20». is to be paid to the Monks ; if the wife 
die first, Aluric is to pay the Monks a third part of the goods which 
he shall have in the VilL In case of any infiringement of their 
duty to the Monks the Lessees shall do fiill justice at Lapley,^^ — 
in the Abbot's Court there, I presume. The Deed passed in. the 
Court of St. Bemigius, so that all its witnesses are Foreigners. I 
suppose it may be called a Lease, for a Fine presently to be paid, 
and for a second Fine on the termination of the shortest of two 
lives. No rent is reserved, and the VUl probably was to revert to 
the Monks on the expiration of the second life. 

It appears that Silviton in Hereford Diocese was confirmed to 
the Monks of Rheims by Pope Alexander ; probably the third of 
that name.^^ I omit to mention other Confirmations of Henry I^ 



* Motuutican, VII, p. 1043, No. v, com- 
pared with p. 1099, another transcript of 
the same Deed. For proof of the date 
I assign thereto, see Vol. II (supra), p. 
194, note 6. 

7 MofMsticofiy VII, p. 1043, No. vii, 
compered with p. 1099. 

^ Asenariu**, Abbot of St. Bemigius, 
was elected a.d. 1100. He abdicated in 
1118 (Qaliia Christiana, IX, 232). 



' Probably Bobert de Limesl (1102- 

1117). 

» Monasticon, VH, 1042, No. iL 
'> Ibidem, p. 1043, No. ix. I know 
nothing about the Deeima de Jltmiaeo, 
which is confirmed in this Bull, as if in 
Hereford Diocese. The Bull is described 
as of date 1154^ which ia inconsistent 
with its assignment to any Pope Alex- 
ander. 
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Stephen^ Henry 11^ and Edward I^ to Rhdms^ seeing that they 
make no specific mention of Silvington. 

The next notice which I have of Silvington is as held by those 
Beysins whom I have spoken of so often. They held it in fee of 
the Prior of Lapley as representing the Abbot of St. Bemigius* 
Hence the Overs Inquisition of 1255 certifies that " Philip le Bret 
holds 1 hide in Silveton^ and is Gustos of the heir of Adam de 
Beysin, and he holds it of the Prior of Lappele for 24s, per annum. 
The vill does stdt to the two Toums of the Sheriff^ but not to the 
lesser Hundred-Courts. Philip le Bret had (apparently) discontinued 
the latter suit eight years back^ whereby the King lost Is. per 
annum, half of which would belong to Sir William de Stutevill.^'^* 

The Beysin Inquisition, taken in 1261^ seems to have made men- 
tion of their Tenure of Silvington.^* That of 1263, proving the 
age of Robert de Beysin, says that his Fath^ Adam held Silvington 
at 24*. rent and of the Abbot of St. Bemigius, under whom he also 
held a virgate at Hydeslond, in Staffordshire, at 4«. rent.^* Thus 
these Beysins were Tenants of two Foreign Abbeys, St. B.emigius 
at Bheims, and Seez in Normandy; also Tenants of Wenlock 
Priory, and Tenants in capite of the Crown. 

I find no further mention of their interest in SUvington till the 
death of Thomas de Beysyn in 1319, when the Inquest values his 
receipts from this Manor at 5 merks per annum, and says that he 
had held it of the Prior of Lapley.^® On October 6, 1347, a Fine 
was levied between Richard de Haukiston and Agnes hiis wife, 
Plaintiffii, and Mathew, Parson of the Church of St. Nicholas of 
Silveton, and Roger of the More, Chapliun, Deforciants, of the Manor 
of Silveton, whereof was Plea of Convention. The Plaintiffs acknow- 
ledge the Deforciants' right to the same, as given by themselves. 
The Deforciants (evidently as Trustees) then settle the Manor on 
Richard and Agnes for their lives ; — remainder to Robert, son of 
Richard, and Sibil, Robert's wife, and the heirs of their bodies ; — 
remainder, after the deaths of Robert and Sibil without issue, to 
Richard, Robert's brother, and the heirsof his body ; — ^remainder to 
Thomas, Richard's brother, and the heirs of his body ; — remainder 
to the right heirs of Richard de Haukiston (the Plaintiff) .^* The 
fee-simple of the Manor had therefore left the Beysins. 



" Rot Hundred. II, 74. 

13 Tho Calendar of Inquisitions (Vol. 
I, p. 21) names SUmerton. The original 
document is defaced. 



" InquisUioHS, 47 Hen. HI, No. 26. 
" tnquisUions, 12 Edw. II, No. S3. 
^« Pedes Fimum, 21 Edw. Ill, Salop. 
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THE CHURCH. 

This Churchy dedicated to St. Nicholas^ was^ I presume^ origi- 
nally a Chapel, subject to the Church of Bitterley. In 1291 the 
Church of Silvyntone in the Deanery of Ludlow was returned as of 
less than £4. annual value.^^ The Valor of 1534-5 gives it as a 
Rectory held by Peter Watson, and endowed with Glebe worth 
18s, 4id. per annum, and tithes worth £2. 13«. 4^. The only chai^ 
upon the gross income of £8. 6s. Sd, was 6d. for Synodals and 
Procurations.^® 



EARLY mCtJMBBNTS. 

William, Rector of Silvinton, was one of the Proxies sent by 
the Clergy of the Archdeaconry of Salop to the Parliament of Car- 
lisle in 1307. 

William Swyneye, Sub-deacon, has various licences, siudendi 
ffratid, in 1319, 1321, 1322, and 1325. 

William lb Forster, Chaplain, was presented Oct. 6, 1333, by 
Sir Walter de Beysyn, but he afterwards renounced, and — 

Mathew de la Hethe, Chaplain, was presented next day by 
Richard de Haukeston. He occurs, as above, in 1347. 

Philip de la Rode, Priest, instituted Sept. 23, 1349. Patron^ 
Richard de Haukestone. 

Sir John de la Halle, Priest, inst. Nov. 21, 1352. Same 
Patron. 

Sir John Body, Priest,^* inst. Feb. 12, 1353. Same Patron. 

William de Farlowe, Priest, inst. Jan. 13, 1363. Patron, 
Robert de Hawkestone. 

Sir William de Enefeld, Chaplain, inst. May 19, 1395. Pa- 
tron, George de Hawkestone. He occurs as Rector in 9 Hen. lY 
(1407-8) and 9 Hen. VI (1430-1). 

Sir Hugh Jones, Rector of Silvington, died in 1457. 



^ Pope Nieh. TaaaHon^ p. 166. 
" Valor JSedegiMiioui, ni, 201. 



^ He was afterwards Vicar of Stoke 
St. Milbarg (vide supra, p. 13). 
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